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TUESDAY, MARCH 16, 2004 (9:50 a.m.) 

THE COMMISSIONER: Good morning. 

MR. HESJE: Good morning. Commissioner. You 

had indicated that there is an application brought 
on behalf of the Police Association to add several 
witnesses and you'd indicated we would hear that 
this morning. So unless there is anything else, I 
would like to proceed with that application. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, before we proceed with that, 

I have one other comment to make. It's been 
reported to me that at one of the breaks someone 
spoke to Constable Hartwig and in a fairly 
aggressive fashion. Now I express no opinion 
about that, I don't know the circumstances. But I 
need to say to everybody in this room that I will 
not tolerate any interference with the witnesses 
that are appearing before this inquiry under any 
circumstances. It's essential that every witness 
be accorded respect and an opportunity to tell his 
or her story fully and accurately. 

Now I appreciate that emotions run 
high, there are people who have strong feelings 
about what happened and about the issues in this 
case, and I am fully aware of that. But I have to 
say to you, ladies and gentlemen, please be 
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mindful that the purpose of the inquiry is, to the 
best of my ability, to get the facts and to draw 
what conclusions are proper in the circumstances. 

So even if you have some strong 
views one way or the other about any of the 
participants in the inquiry, please respect the 
process and please do not speak to the witnesses. 
If there is something you need to talk about, the 
witnesses are represented by counsel and 
Commission counsel is here, and if you have strong 
views about things, I understand that, but please 
keep them to yourselves, at least until the 
adjournment, so that you can go outside and chat 
with your friends or whoever you wish. 

I must say to you all that everyone 
involved in this process has been extraordinarily 
respectful and patient, and that includes the 
gallery, the people who are present here and have 
been present here have been very respectful of the 
process, and I greatly appreciate that. 

So let's maintain the environment 
we've had and ensure, as matters go forward, that 
we continue it and that we reach the appropriate 
conclusion without any unfortunate events, or any 
person feeling in the course of this, whoever she 
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or he may be, that they have been set upon or in 
any way disturbed by something that someone may 
have said or done. 

Now as Commission counsel has 
pointed out, I have an application from the Police 
Association and I'm prepared to deal with that 
now. 

WORME: My Lord, I wonder if I just may 

comment very briefly with respect to your remarks. 
I don't know if it was anybody that had spoken to 
the witness that's still on the stand that is 
perhaps sympathetic to my client, but I can assure 
this inquiry that it was not done with her 
countenance, it was not done under her 
instructions or by any way, shape or form is it 
something that she has any kind of agreement with. 
And, in fact, I just spoke to her briefly and she 
has indicated that that is not something that she 
agrees with, and she agrees entirely with your 
observations, Mr. Commissioner. 


21 THE COMMISSIONER: Mr. Worme, there isn't the 


22 


slightest suggestion that is so. And the other 


23 observation I will make, and pardon me for making 

24 a personal observation, is that your client 

25 strikes me as a respectful, quiet person, who is 
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quite prepared to see the process go forward in an 
orderly fashion, and I can't imagine for a moment 
that she would have any knowledge of this or 
anything to do with it. It never even crossed my 
mind. 

MR. WORME: And that is an accurate observation 

and assessment. 

THE COMMISSIONER: All right. 

MR. FOX: I don't want to prolong this, but 

certainly I agree completely with your comments, 
Mr. Commissioner, there is no suggestion that this 
in any way originated from any of the parties, 
frankly, that are involved in these proceedings in 
any way, and we've all had a great deal of 
courtesy extended from all of the counsel and the 
parties involved, and your comments about that 
happening ring very true. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Right. And, frankly, Mr. Fox, I 

attribute it to perhaps an excessive concern or 
strong feelings, and many people have strong 
feelings about what has happened. 

Now, Mr. Plaxton, you had your 

application. 

MR. PLAXTON: Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. We 

are in the middle of Officer Hartwig's evidence. 
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if you'd rather finish that, I've got no 
problem arguing this later. 

THE COMMISSIONER: No, no, I wish to deal with this 

now. 

MR. PLAXTON: Okay, thank you. The Association, 

sir, brings an application asking Commission 
counsel, or in the alternative, myself or other 
counsel, to call three witnesses, being Maggie 
Bluewaters, Judy Butler and Lucinda Smith-Pratt. 

The application is brought as a 
result of information that has come to us within 
the last two weeks, I believe, and that 
information comes as a result of disclosures, for 
the most part, made to first the City Police, I 
believe, and then passed on, as it should have 
been, to the RCMP after Mr. Gary Pratt testified 
before the Commission. I believe that was a few 
weeks ago. 

The upshot of this evidence, we 
suggest, would indicate that Gary Pratt has 
confessed three killings to Lucinda-Smith, two 
being in relation to former partners, be they 
wives or otherwise, and a child, and the third 
being Mr. Neil Stonechild. 

The evidence of Mr. Pratt was 
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heard, I believe, 7 and 8 January. He did refer 
to two of his former partners being deceased, 
those being Maria Lamothe and I believe Candace — 
I'm not quite sure of her last name. Ms. Lamothe, 
I believe, died; his recollection was as a result 
of alcohol poisoning, the second person in a fire, 
together with their child. 

The disclosure the RCMP has 
received is primarily at this point from Ms. Judy 
Butler, formerly, I believe Lamothe, and Ms. 
Bluewaters. Ms. Butler, by the information we 
have received, and I have forwarded an out — or 
identified the disclosure documents made available 
to us through Commission counsel. 

Ms. Butler, I am now referring to 
the investigation reports by the RCMP. In 
addition to this, I believe we do have a 
statement, a verbatim statement, given to the RCMP 
within the last few weeks. Ms. Butler advises 
that to her recollection approximately six years 
ago after the death of her daughter, who was Marie 
— or rather Maria Lamothe, who was one of Mr. 
Pratt's partners, Ms. Lamothe's aunt, who is 
Maggie, I believe, Bluewaters, advised her that, 
amongst other things, if I may quote, "I don't 
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even know her name, but anyways, her auntie 
Maggie", this is referring to Ms. Bluewaters, I 
believe, "...was very very concerned about her 
daughter cause they knew that he had killed Maria, 
but they couldn't prove it. So Maggie... she had 
been fighting with Gary. Gary's wife had been 
fighting with Gary and he was drinking a bit. And 
at that time, had said to his wife that...", and 
then there's a pause, "...confessed to all three 
of the murders. Uh...the Stonechi... is it 
Stonechild? The Stonechild one, he beaten..." -- 
rather -- "...he'd beaten up and left him out in 
the bush... wherever, to die. Uh... the second 
one was his... his wife he had married and 
baby..." and then a pause "... in the fire and he 
had knocked her out and that's why she didn't get 
out of the house. And he started the house on 
fire. And that he had smothered Maria... with 
Maria... the mom, which is my daughter. And, 
uh... he said to his wife that is... I'm not sure 
if he's still with. But he had said to her that 
he... "If you don't be careful or watch it, you're 
gonna be next." 

That information by the statement 
we now have from Ms. Bluewaters was relayed to 
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her, I believe, some time ago. Ms. Bluewaters — 
or rather — yes, the information from Ms. 
Bluewaters was relayed to Ms. Lamothe. Ms. 
Bluewaters — 

MR. HESJE: Again, I apologize for 

interrupting, but I do have a concern here, that I 
don't think this is an appropriate way to deal 
with this application. Mr. Plaxton is simply 
reading in statements that he says was given, 
statements that haven't been tested here. I think 
— that I think are quite unfair to the people 
involved. I think this type of application should 
be put on the basis that we anticipate there could 
be evidence on this point, this point and this 
point. I mean to read in the statements, he's, in 
effect, presented the evidence that he's now 
asking you to receive without the benefit of 
cross-examination. I think it should be done far 
more generically to say, "This is the substance of 
what I believe this witness can say, and this is 
why we believe it's relevant to the inquiry." 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, I'm under no misapprehension 

as to what characterization I should place on 
this, but I must say, Mr. Plaxton, that I see 
little purpose in you reviewing all of the 
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material that's in your application, since I've 
read it, and I'm prepared to deal with the 
application now. So aside from that, but — 

MR. HESJE: The point — I'm sorry. 

THE COMMISSIONER: No, I take your point. But 

obviously it's not evidence, it's simply an 
account of what somebody has said somewhere in the 
past about some event or alleged event. 

MR. HESJE: And I wouldn't be rising, but for 

the public nature of this. I have no doubt that 
you can discern that, but the risk here, of 
course, is that it's going to be perceived 
possibly as public — in the public mind as there 
was evidence that this happened. 

THE COMMISSIONER: These are not facts, in other 

words. Right. 

MR. PLAXTON: Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. We, 

in no way, pretend this is evidence, it's — 

THE COMMISSIONER: But, Mr. Plaxton, I see little 

purpose in you continuing to comb through the 
information. I've read the material twice, and 
what I want to know is on what basis do you make 
the application that I should allow these persons 
to be called as witnesses? 

MR. PLAXTON: Well, with respect, we would submit 
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1 if, indeed, these statements were made by Mr. 

2 Pratt to Ms. Smith, we would suggest that it is 

3 very germane to the matter before the Commission, 

4 of course, and that question number one is what 

5 did occur to Neil Stonechild on that day in 

6 November back in 1990? If, indeed, Mr. Pratt is 

7 responsible, as these statements would lead us to 

8 believe, we would suggest that is very germane to 

9 the matters. We appreciate, of course, that these 

10 are statements made to other parties, but, again, 

11 we would suggest that they are — and this is, of 

12 course, presupposing these statements were 

13 actually made, which we, of course, have to assume 

14 for the time being, and that as Mr. Hesje quite 

15 fairly points out, these statements haven't been 

16 subject to cross-examination or anything further. 

17 THE COMMISSIONER: Well, let's just deal — and I 

18 don't want to preempt your submissions, but — 

19 because I have other things to say about this 

20 suggested evidence. But let's look just at two 

21 circumstances, to this date in the inquiry, and I 

22 made this comment earlier, there isn't a particle 

23 of evidence, not a smidgen, to support the 

24 suggestion that Gary Pratt had anything to do with 

25 Neil Stonechild's death. Secondly, according to 
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1 the material that's before me, it's alleged that 

2 Pratt beat up Mr. Stonechild and put him in the 

3 bush. Now the evidence before me as to the 

4 injuries suffered by Mr. Stonechild, and I don't 

5 minimize those, are not consistent in any way with 

6 an account that he was beaten up, nor was his body 

7 found in the bush. So putting the best complexion 

8 you can on the bottom line of this evidence, it 

9 simply doesn't match, aside from any other 

10 considerations which — and I'll come to those in 

11 due course. 

12 MR. PLAXTON: Well, with respect, we would 

13 suggest that we have heard evidence that would 

14 lead one to believe that Mr. Pratt could have been 

15 involved, not the least of which, of course, was 

16 the incident at the Rushton house shortly before 

17 and the charges that were laid out of it. But 

18 this evidence we would suggest is very germane, in 

19 that it is a statement by Mr. Rush -- or, rather, 

20 Mr. Pratt against interest. As to the observation 

21 

22 THE COMMISSIONER: But it doesn't accord with the 

23 facts, Mr. Plaxton. I mean it's like a report 

24 being brought forward saying that Mr. Pratt 

25 drowned Mr. Stonechild or dragged him behind his 
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1 car or something. I mean do you take my point, 

2 that the account of what is supposed to have 

3 happened, that is, if he beat him up and left him 

4 in the bush doesn't match the independent facts 

5 that we know have been established. 

6 MR. PLAXTON: Well — 

7 THE COMMISSIONER: So even on that narrow, narrow 

8 issue it doesn't wash. 

9 MR. PLAXTON: Well, as to whether it is a hundred 

10 per cent accurate, I, of course, don't know. We 

11 would suggest where Mr. Stonechild was found, was 

12 in the generic sense perhaps not bush, there was a 

13 certain amount of tree matter about, but we don't 

14 know if that's where he was left, if that's where 

15 he was, indeed, left by Mr. Pratt. As to the 

16 exact statement "beaten", that — you know, it is 

17 very difficult to anticipate what a person exactly 

18 means by "beaten", but by the same token, what we 

19 have heard of the injuries to Mr. Stonechild does 

20 not correspond with Mr. Roy's claim that he was 

21 bleeding from the face, yet we have heard 

22 considerable evidence on that point. We would 

23 suggest it is one aspect that is germane and is 

24 relevant. 

25 THE COMMISSIONER: Well, you should proceed with 


Volume 41 



7898 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


your submissions. 

MR. PLAXTON: As to the possible issue of 

— and Mr. Brayford who represents Mr. Pratt, 
fairly raised this the other day, I'd considered 
it, Ms. Smith-Pratt may be the common-law spouse 
of Mr. Pratt, past or present I'm not sure, or 
maybe married to Mr. Pratt, I'm not sure, there is 
an issue of spousal privilege. We would suggest 
it doesn't apply here, but that would, of course, 
come secondarily if, number one, our application 
were allowed and, number two, she declined to 
testify. I think the Canada Evidence Act would 
not apply in that Mr. Pratt, of course, is not a 
person charged with an offence. The Saskatchewan 
Act, I think, would likely not apply, but in any 
event this Commission, of course, can hear 
evidence other than that normally anticipated by 
the normal rules of evidence in the Queen's Bench. 
Above and beyond that, however, it is a question 
of confidence, as established by the Acts. 
Compellability is another issue. In addition to 
that, even if both parties were protected, that 
leaves the statements made to the third parties, 
Bluewaters and/or Butler. 

By way of overview, if I might be 
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afforded that liberty, we would suggest this 
evidence is in no way any less germane to much of 
the evidence the Commission has heard. As to the 
observations that it doesn't accord a hundred per 
cent with the other evidence we have heard, that 
is a fair comment, however, we are dealing with a 
statement that was made, as best as I can tell 
from the information available from the RCMP 
disclosure, a number of years ago, and is subject 
to some frailties in recollection. 

But over and all, we would suggest, 
given the very broad latitude of evidence before 
the inquiry, and the very essential character of 
the evidence, it ought to be heard. It is, of 
course, up to the Commissioner to determine what 
will be afforded credibility, what you will rely 
on in the end result, but we would suggest this is 
information that ought to be brought forward. 

Thank you for your attention, sir. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Mr. Brayford, did you wish to say 

anything? I may tell you you can be brief. 

MR. BRAYFORD: Well, My Lord, I just want to 

suggest that this is the kind of unfair gossip 
that isn't worthy of being presented to this 
Commission. The evidence was — was given 
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1 initially by a person that was saying something 

2 else, accusing the police, and when being 

3 apprehended for mental health reasons, then made 

4 this allegation, and it's nothing more than gossip 

5 and innuendo, and there's — as Your Lordship 

6 points out, that it's inconsistent with the facts, 

7 and I wouldn't even want to stand on the issue of 

8 the fact that this witness, in my respectful 

9 submission, while may be competent, probably isn't 

10 compellable. Thank you. My Lord. 

11 THE COMMISSIONER: All right, thank you. 

12 MR. PLAXTON: If I may say a quick —. 

13 To characterize this evidence as unfounded, rumour 

14 and gossip, we would suggest this person has come 

15 forward with a very serious allegation. As to 

16 characterizing the evidence, let us reflect back, 

17 with respect, to the recollections of Mr. Roy, 

18 which has brought us all here together, one 

19 person, a teenager, admittedly affected by alcohol 

20 at the time. That is the only kernel of evidence 

21 that in any way and realistically would in any way 

22 implicate any member of the Saskatoon City Police 

23 Force. That is what we are here about and that is 

24 the whole foundation. We would suggest the mere 

25 fact that that is the one hypothesis that has been 
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pursued with most vigour does not make it the only- 
one . Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Are you equating his direct 

evidence to this evidence? 

MR. PLAXTON: If Ms. Smith tells us Mr. Pratt 

told me I committed these — 

THE COMMISSIONER: No, no, but are you equating Roy's 

direct evidence about what he saw and — with this 
evidence? 

MR. PLAXTON: Well, I can't equate. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Right. 

MR. PLAXTON: And that every evidence it's — we 

can't assign a numeric value. 

THE COMMISSIONER: I just was curious to know if you 

were. 

MR. PLAXTON: Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well. Well, I am going to 

deal with this matter now. I say initially, and I 
say this with the greatest of respect, that I 
don't think in my time as a judge I've ever had 
counsel proffer evidence that was triple hearsay. 
That's the case here. 

Judy Butler, who is one of the 
proposed witnesses, says that she was told by a 
friend, Maggie Bluewaters, another proposed 
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witness, that Gary Pratt's present wife, Lucinda 
Smith-Pratt, had told Bluewaters earlier that Gary 
Pratt had admitted to his wife that he had killed 
his earlier wife, Maria Lamothe, and Neil 
Stonechild. The evidence is that Maria Lamothe 
died of alcohol overdose. 

The report was that Pratt was — 
had beaten up Neil Stonechild and left him in the 
bush. As I noted already, that does not accord 
with the evidence at this inquiry, evidence which 
has established independently the nature and scope 
of his injuries and where he was found. 

Bluewaters refuses to repeat what 
Gary Pratt's wife, Lucinda, is alleged to have 
told her. Lucinda, when she is alleged to have 
made the statements implicating her husband, was 
mentally distressed. She was arrested under The 
Mental Health Act. Mr. Pratt's wife now says that 
she falsely accused her husband. Her statements 
were made in anger. She stated to the RCMP that 
that was the case and that she does not believe 
Gary Pratt was responsible for Neil Stonechild's 
death. The RCMP has accepted that 
retraction or correction, as I understand their 
report. 


Volume 41 



7903 


The Commissioner 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


In any event, it seems to me, on 
the face of it, at least, that she could not be 
obliged to testify because of spousal privilege. 

I cannot imagine evidence which 
would be more dubious or suspect than the 
testimony that is proposed to be given in this 
application. It is third-hand evidence, and in my 
respectful view absolutely unreliable and is 
inadmissible, even under the most expanded rules 
that I might apply. 

I add as an afterthought, that 
there is a certain element of mischief in the 
suggestion that this kind of evidence be proffered 
at this late date, and I can't say more than that, 
but to express my unhappiness that this has been 
offered at this late point, late time. 

In any event, the application is 
dismissed as to the proposal to call all three 
witnesses. 

MR. PLAXTON: Mr. Commissioner, if I may have 

one comment. With the greatest of respect, we've 
only learned of this evidence within the last two 
weeks. These two parties, Bluewaters and Butler, 
came forth after Mr. Pratt testified. The RCMP 
had that information for some time while they 
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investigated further. We received this 
information from Commission counsel just prior to 
us beginning a week or so ago. I'm not sure if 
it's exactly two weeks, but it's about that 
period. And we appreciate if we'd had this 
information earlier, we certainly would have 
brought the application earlier. Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Mr. Plaxton, you may have — you 

may wish you had not risen again because, frankly, 
you're a very experienced counsel and you're 
respected, but I was surprised that you brought 
this application forward in light of the 
information that you had available to you and the 
assessment by the RCMP. 

MR. PLAXTON: Well, sir, with the greatest of 

respect, I believe it is you who determines the 
credibility. We would respectfully submit that if 
Ms. Smith were to testify as to what she heard, 
you would then be in that position. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, in any event, I think we 

should probably end our conversation about this. 

MR. PLAXTON: Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: As I say, the application is 

dismissed. 

MR. HALYK: Mr. Commissioner, if I can rise on 
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something that might be of a little bit lighter 
note. I have looked through the stuff that was 
provided with respect to Wiks, for which I thank 
the police organization, and I can indicate that I 
no longer wish to ask to have him recalled on that 
basis. 

THE COMMISSIONER: He'll be terribly disappointed, 

Mr. Halyk. Thank you very much for bringing that 
to my attention. 

MR. HALYK: Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Mr. Worme, would you like a few 

minutes to compose your thoughts before we go 
forward or — 

MR. WORME: I might appreciate that. 

THE COMMISSIONER: I think probably we could all 

benefit from that. Let's take ten minutes. 

(PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 10:17 A.M. & RECONVENED AT 10:36 

P .M. ) 

THE COMMISSIONER: Good morning. Constable. 

THE WITNESS: Good morning. My Lord. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Mr. Worme? 

LAWRENCE ARTHUR HARTWIG, previously sworn, testifies: 

MR. WORME, continues examining: 

MR. WORME: Thank you, Mr. Commissioner, for 

that opportunity which I apparently didn't use 
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very efficiently. 

Q I just want to try to pick up where I think we 
left off yesterday, witness, and that was there 
was some discussion as I — as I recalled it, and 
as the Commissioner had pointed out quite rightly 
of a certain animus, that is to say a certain 
degree of bad feelings that you held with respect 
to Mr. Lyons as you called him. You'll agree with 
that assessment? 

A I don't hold any particular malice against 

Sergeant Lyons. 

Q Staff Sergeant Lyons? 

A Staff Sergeant Lyons. 

Q Yeah. 

A He was Sergeant Lyons at the time. 

Q Okay. You don't have no — no malice toward him? 

Is that your testimony today, sir? 

A That's correct. 

Q And if I suggested to you that yesterday it seemed 

to me that you were dripping with animosity, you'd 
disagree with that assessment? 

A I would disagree with your assessment; that's 

correct. 

Q Fair enough. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Mr. Worme, I'm not much of a 


Volume 41 



7907 


Exam L. Hartwig 
by Mr. Worme 


1 

2 

3 

4 MR. WORME 


6 Q 

7 


9 

10 

11 

12 A 

13 Q 

14 

15 A 

16 Q 

17 

18 


19 A 

20 Q 

21 A 

22 

23 Q 

24 

25 A 


student of human nature, but I can make my own 
observations and I suggest you move on from that 
issue. 

Thank you. Thank you. 

Commissioner. 

In your initial discussions with Staff Sergeant 
Lyons it was you who raised, and I think you 
agreed with this after some pressing yesterday, 
that it was you who raised the issue of the death 
of Neil Stonechild being something that you know 
about — 

No, I — 

— in the — permit me to finish if you don't 
mind. 

Okay. 

In the investigation that the police were doing. 
Staff Sergeant Lyons in particular, in relation to 
Mr. Wegner and Mr. Naistus's deaths. 

Is that a question? 

Yeah, that's a question. 

Okay. I brought up the name Neil Stonechild, 
correct. 

Because, as you put it, that's something that I 
know about. Those were your words. 

No, that is incorrect. I know the name Neil 
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Stonechild. 

That's what you said? 

That is what I said. 

Okay. And so you wanted to turn the conversation 
to the death of Neil Stonechild and, in fact, you 
did. 

No, Mr. Lyons — Staff Sergeant Lyons wanted to 
turn the conversation to the death of Neil 
Stonechild and he asked me what I recalled about, 
first about Neil and his family, and as well as 
the death of Neil Stonechild. 

All right. And without going through in detail 
all of your testimony, you had indicated that the 
guys had arrested him in somewhere around the 
Snowberry Downs parking lot. You were aware of 
that? 

From the newspaper report, yes. 

They were attending, that is the guys, were 
attending at a suspicious person or a B and E in 
progress. You picked that up from a newspaper 
article, sir? 

Yes, that was what I assumed was in the newspaper 
article, as I stated yesterday. 

And did you -- 
And — 
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1 

Q 

Oh, go ahead. 

2 

A 

And is stated in Staff Sergeant Lyons' testimony 

3 


elsewhere. 

4 

Q 

A newspaper article that contained that tidbit of 

5 


information? 

6 

A 

Yes, he asked me about the newspaper article that 

7 


was in February 22 nd , 1990. 

8 

Q 

And did it say that there was an attendance by the 

9 


Saskatoon City Police Service to a suspicious 

10 


person or a B and E in progress? 

11 

A 

I don't recall. 

12 

Q 

Well, I put it to you that there's no such 

13 


reference in any newspaper article, and I defy you 

14 


to find it. This is something that you came up 

15 


quite on your own, isn't it? 

16 

A 

No. 

17 

Q 

You're insisting that that came from a newspaper 

18 


article? 

19 

A 

Or from the media, yes, that's correct. 

20 

Q 

Or from the media. 

21 

A 

Correct. 

22 

Q 

Is there — is there a difference? 

23 

A 

Yes. 

24 

Q 

All right. Tell me about that. 

25 

A 

Well, the newspaper is in a printed form and the 
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media, the electronic media, is in an electronic 
form. 

I see. 

t.e. TV or — 

So you see it on TV? 

Or radio. 

Or you heard it on the radio? 

That's correct. 

I bet you that you can't tell us when you heard 
that. 

I bet you you're right. 

They arrested him for intoxication. Now, there's 
no reference to this, I suggest to you, sir, in 
any written media that I've looked at, or can you 
point me to something? 

No, I cannot specifically. 

All right. Maybe this was — maybe this came on 
the radio as well. 

Perhaps. 

All right. Maybe you can tell us what stations on 
the radio that this might occur on? 

I don't recall. 

Well, let's talk about the stations that you 
listened to. 

99, 102 FM. 
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Q 

All right. 


2 

A 

CKOM, CJWW. 


3 

Q 

So it may be on one of those? 


4 

A 

Maybe. 


5 

Q 

CBC? You're not going to promote at least 

our 

6 


national radio network? 


7 

A 

No, I generally don't listen to CBC. 


8 

Q 

Oh, is there a reason for that? 


9 

A 

No, not particularly. 


10 

Q 

No, eh? Is there some newsprint article or 

radio 

11 


station or television station article that 

you can 

12 


refer us to, sir, that poses the question why 

13 


would they have driven him around to try to 

find 

14 


out who he was? 


15 

A 

Yes, that seemed — 


16 

Q 

That was your comment? 


17 

A 

That seemed to be suggested in the February 

22 nd 

18 


article. 


19 

Q 

That he was driven around? 


20 

A 

He was asking people at random on the street who 

21 


this guy was, yes. That seemed to be the 


22 


suggestion. 


23 

Q 

Okay. Somebody was asking people, right? 


24 

A 

Correct, it seemed that way. 


25 

Q 

You say he was asking. Who do you mean by 

he was 
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asking at random? 

The police — the police officer that was 
allegedly to be involved. 

Okay. And who was he asking? 

People on the street who this individual who was 
allegedly to be Neil Stonechild to be. 

All right. Well, we'll come back to that. Now, 
this conversation took place under what I would 
suggest to you were fairly serious circumstances. 
You'd agree? 

What circumstances? 

Well, the conversation that you had with Staff 
Sergeant Lyons, the first conversation, it was 
dealing with the very important subject, at least 
to the Saskatoon City Police Service, was it not? 
Correct. 

You were talking to the RCM Police about the death 
of people, right, human beings? 

Correct. 

Frozen to death; right? 

Correct. 

Inexplicably. 

Correct. 

And there was some suggestion at that point in 


time, even in the media, that there was some kind 
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of involvement by the Saskatoon Police Service. 
Correct. 

You were quite aware of that. 

Yes, I was. 

So you didn't try for a moment to downplay the 
seriousness of this. You knew, going into your 
discussions with Staff Sergeant Lyons, that this 
is a serious situation. 

Absolutely. 

All right. And so you turned the conversation to 
the death of Neil Stonechild, right? 

I turned the conversation to Neil Stonechild; 
Sergeant Lyons turned the conversation to the 
death of Neil Stonechild. 

Now, am I missing something here, isn't that the 
same thing? 

Apparently so. 

Isn't that the same thing? 

No, it's not. 

So you turned the conversation to, let me see if I 
understand this right — explain this to me again. 
You turned the conversation to? 

Neil Stonechild. 

All right. And Staff Sergeant Lyons turned the 
conversation to? 
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The death of Neil Stonechild. 

Oh, okay. So you were talking about what, the 
death of Neil Stonechild? 

Yes, after Sergeant Lyons queried me about that. 
Like I'm not going to belabour this point unless 
you insist, but let me see if I understand this, 
all right? You're having a conversation, which 
you've agreed with me, with Staff Sergeant Lyons 
that was very important insofar as the police 
service generally and, more particularly, insofar 
as you were concerned? 

Correct. 

An important conversation? 

Correct. 

It was about the death of two individuals, as far 
as you knew, up to that point? 

Correct. 

Then you decided, "Well, look, let's talk about 
Neil Stonechild, that's something I know about," 
something to that effect, and I -- now you can — 
you can dispute those words, but that is the words 
that are attributed to you? 

That's the gist of it, correct. 

Okay. See, I don't think I -- well, I'm going to 
-- I'm going to move on here. 
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THE COMMISSIONER: Before you do — 

MR. WORME: Yeah. 

THE COMMISSIONER: — isn't your question this: why 

would you even raise the name of Neil Stonechild? 

Isn't that what you're asking Mr. Worme? 

MR. WORME: I was trying to — trying to get to 

that, Mr. Commissioner. 

THE COMMISSIONER: What earthly reason would there be 

for you to mention the name Neil Stonechild in 
this context? 

THE WITNESS: Because I knew the RCMP were 

investigating the death of Neil Stonechild and 
they asked me about people I did not know about. 
The only person that I knew was Neil Stonechild. 

THE COMMISSIONER: All right. 

Q MR. WORME: At that point in time you had how 

many years in service. Officer? 

A Fourteen. 

Q Don't be modest. 

A Fourteen, approximately. 

Q Yeah, and that would be I think you've told us, 
and I'll try to encapsulate this as briefly as 
possible, much of that was on patrol. 

A Correct. 

Q You'd be dealing with individuals on the street. 
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you had a lot of experience in dealing 


You were — 
with individuals. 

Correct. 

Let me just put it that way. You had all kinds of 
training, and I think your counsel had taken you 
through your training. You had all kinds of 
training in terms of making observations, in terms 
of doing investigations, in terms of assuring that 
you have independent verification of whatever it 
is you're investigating. Am I wrong there? 

Well, I'd say you're incorrect. I - my training 
isn't as extensive as some. 

Well, don't be modest or anything, you know. 

Let -- let's put it this way, I'd like more 
training. 

All right. And was it your practice, sir, given 
that training that you have, in spite of the fact 
that you wish you may have had more, was it your 
practice that when you were talking about a 
serious subject that you simply regurgitate what 
you might have read in a newspaper? 

He asked me to. 

I think that's inconceivable. Staff Sergeant 
Lyons asked you to tell him about newspapers? 

He asked me to — 
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Oh, give us a break. 

Read his testimony. 

He asked you to tell you -- to tell him, rather, 
about what you read in newspapers? 

He asked me to tell him what I've heard about the 
death of Neil Stonechild. I told him the only 
thing I recall was that newspaper article or the 
— what I've heard in the media in the extensive 
media coverage at the time. He asked me to 
elaborate on what I've heard. 

Did he tell you that he could read? 

No, he did not. 

You assumed he could. I mean, he was writing. 

You know that he was writing, taking notes of the 
interview he was having with you. 

I don't recall him making notes at that time, no. 
No? 

He may have. 

Well, you were in the room. Who else was there? 
At what time? 

Well, let's start with the first time. Let's 
start with May 7 th . 

I believe it was just him and myself. 

Okay. Was he making notes then? 

I don't recall. 
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And that is because you were too excited to tell 
him about what you read? 

I wasn't excited about anything. 

But you didn't make any observations about what 
this police officer is doing, that he's 
questioning you, and indeed questioning everybody 
in "C" Platoon? 

Yes. He was most certainly listening. 

What about on your next visit you had with him. 
May the 10 th , was he taking notes then? 

Where was that interview take place? 

On May the 7 th , 1900 hours, did you have an 
interview at the Saskatoon Subdivision ROM Police 
boardroom with Staff Sergeant Ken Lyons? 

At the what police? Sorry. 

Saskatoon Subdivision RCMP boardroom. 

No. 

You didn't have a meeting — 

No, it was in the Saskatoon Police Service 
boardroom, not the RCMP boardroom, and at that 
time we were by ourselves. 

Okay. And the next meeting you had with him, was 
that on the 10 th or can you tell us? 

I don't recall, but we did have a meeting in 
Grandma Lee's. 
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And is this where you told him about what you'd 
read in the newspaper? 

I don't recall. It was one of the interviews. 
Once again I didn't make notes at the time. I 
didn't feel it was important. 

You had a telephone contact with Staff Sergeant 
Lyons on the 15 th — pardon me, the 12 th of May, 
2000 ? 

Perhaps. 

Do you know? 

I don't know the date, no. 

Do you know whether you had a telephone contact 
with him? 

Yes, I did. 

If I suggested to you it was the 12 th of May I 
gather you can't agree or disagree with that? 

I would assume -- I would assume that's truthful, 
yes. 

But that's neither agreeing or disagreeing with 
me; is that right? 

I agree — 

You're — you're simply — an assumption. 

Yeah, I agree that that — if that's the evidence 
then I agree that would be the date. 

You had a further contact with him on the 15 th of 
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May, 2000, and by him I mean Staff Sergeant Lyons. 


M' hm. 

Correct? 

Perhaps. 

And do you know where that was? 

What was the nature of the conversation? 

Well, you couldn't find your notebook, you had 
them up to the 16 th or 20 th but can't be sure, you 
recently moved. 

Right. 

Okay. Is this the one where you went to Grandma 
Lee's? 

Yes. 

And up until that point did you have this earlier 
conversation with him where you've made those 
various statements that he attributes to you? Can 
you recall the sequence at all? 

No, I cannot. 

And I put it to you, sir, that when you were 
initially approached you were wanting to be 
helpful? 

Pardon me? 

You were wanting to be helpful? 

Absolutely. 

In fact, you repeated it on — on many occasions. 
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it says, "Look, I'll do anything I can to assist." 


Correct. 

How many times might you have told him that, that 
you wanted to — you wanted to be helpful? 

A couple or three. I'm not sure. 

And at some point in time that was demolished, 
correct? 

Yes. 

It wasn't at that point though? 

No. 

I mean, you were still talking to him, you'd phone 
him up and you'd say, "Look, Ken, buddy," right, 
those were the words you'd use, "buddy"? 

I'd call -- I frequently refer to people as buddy, 
yes. 

Are they your friends or is it just a — just a 
term? 

Just a generic term. 

So when you call him buddy you weren't really 
saying, "Ken, look, my friend." You were just 
saying whatever? 

Correct. 

At some point in time I think you told us that 
your wife had finally found your notebook for you? 
Correct. 
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Q Your wife is a nurse, as I understood your 
testimony; is that right? 

A I didn't say that. 

Q Well, am I incorrect then? Your wife is a nurse. 

THE COMMISSIONER: How does that matter, Mr. Worme? 

MR. WORME: Well, I simply want to ask him 

whether he can tell us if she works in any offices 
that may have been connected with any witnesses 
before this Commission. If he can answer that, 
fine. If not. I'll move along. 

THE WITNESS: My Lord, by identifying my wife as 

any occupation puts her at risk. 

THE COMMISSIONER: What is this about? I don't know. 

Do you know anything about this, Mr. Hesje? Mr. 
Plaxton, just sit down for a moment, please. Let 
-- why don't you take a moment here and speak to 
Mr. Worme. I want to know what this is about. 

This is news to me. Do you want me to adjourn for 
a few minutes? 

MR. HESJE: No, I've had a brief word and I 

think it can be approached from a different — 
what he was trying to do can be approached from a 
different perspective without such a concern 
raised here which is about personal information, 
but perhaps — 
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THE COMMISSIONER: But is Mr. Worme comfortable to do 

that? 

MR. WORME: I am, Mr. Commissioner. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well. 

MR. WORME: I think that my friend's assistance 

on this point is helpful. I agree — 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well. 

Q MR. WORME: — with the witness' objection, 

that there is no inclination on my part to put 
anybody in jeopardy, but the question simply then, 
witness, is this. In whatever occupation your 
wife is employed in and wherever she — she may 
be, did she provide you with any information 
relative to the investigation or relative to any 
of the evidence that is brought before this 
Commission? 

A No. 

MR. FOX: Mr. Commissioner, it would be 

privileged communication between him and his wife 
in any event. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, the answer is in and it's no, 

so that's the end of that. 

Q MR. WORME: Thank you. I had discussed with 

you yesterday your apparent sharing of concerns, 
if I can put it that way, with Officer Louttit. 
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M' hm. 

You recall that. 

Correct. It's Constable Louttit, I believe. 

Fair enough. And your testimony, and I'm 
referring to page 7834 of volume 40, you wouldn't 
have that in front of you. 

No, I do not. 

But you'd indicated that you were talking to 
Officer Louttit — Constable, if you prefer. 
Correct. 

That he was, and I quote you, "turning 
information." What exactly did you mean by that, 
that he was turning information? 

He was receiving information, from what I 
understood, from members of the community about 
the death of Neil Stonechild. 

M' hm. 

He was using a confidential or a known source. 

All right. You didn't inquire of him any further 
than that? 

No. 

Being the conscientious officer that you would 
portray yourself to be, you had no desire to know 
any further than that? 

As yesterday, I believe I answered those 
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1 questions, sir. 

2 Q Knowing the Stonechild family like you do, you had 

3 no inclination to come to the aid perhaps of Mr. 

4 Louttit, Officer Louttit? 

5 A That's correct. 

6 Q Hmm. And you asked him specifically, did I 

7 understand you, if the police were involved? 

8 A Correct. 

9 Q You asked him specifically on that occasion. 

10 A Yeah, if he's heard anything from his sources if 

11 the police were involved, that's correct. 

12 Q In 1991. 

13 A At any time. 

14 Q But you asked him this in 1991. 

15 A No, I did not. 

16 Q Well, when did you ask him? 

17 A I asked him this in 2000. 

18 Q In 2000. 

19 A Correct, after the February 22 nd newspaper 

20 article. 

21 Q Or radio or television. 

22 A Or radio or television, correct. 

23 Q All right. And you're not receiving any kind of 

24 signals from anywhere else other than those media. 

25 A Oh, I hope not. 
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All right. I hope not either. Community service, 
I think you testified that you were involved or a 
part of your — the last part or the last leg of 
your service with the Saskatoon Police Service was 
in community service? 

I'm presently assigned to community services. 

You testified that the objective with community 
service is building communication between the 
police service and the community? 

Correct. 

And I suggest to you, sir, that we've had evidence 
here by — by Deputy Chief Wiks as the head of the 
issue team that was set up under the auspices of 
the Saskatoon Police Service, that it was their 
intention, or at least they considered that you 
would be provided with leave with pay and they 
would tell the public through the media that you 
were on community service. Now, is there a 
distinction there between what Deputy Chief Wiks 
testified to and what you're telling us about 
community service? 

Yes, community services is a — is a division of 
the police service. 

So, what, is that not in — in uniform? 

No, that's a uniform position and a non-uniform 
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position depending on what the case may be and the 
need at the time. 

Q Does that mean you can work out of home on that? 

A No, generally not. 

Q All right. Let's move on. You've told us that 
you were assigned to District 8, I think it was, 
and I'm just going to ask you if you could on 
Exhibit P-63 — 

A Fold it over to the west side and that'll cover 
it. 

Q Sorry? 

A You can just fold it over to the west side and 
it'll cover it. 

MR. WORME: I wonder if it would be 

permissible, Mr. Commissioner, I was going to ask 
this witness if he might be able to mark on that 
map the District 8 that he's familiar with? 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, or identify it by parameters, 

the street parameters, if that's possible. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Is that — is that sufficient for 

your purposes? 

MR. WORME: I suppose it would be, but given 

that this is an exhibit and there are certain 
markings on it already would be, I think, of some 
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assistance to this commission to have that marked 
out. Unless there's any objections to it I would 
prefer this witness to do that. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, I don't see a problem with 

it. The only thing is that it means that 
transcribing or marking a large area by marker or 
something of that sort, but — 

MR. WORME: Perhaps — 

THE WITNESS: My Lord, it's easy to describe if a 

description would be in order. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, let's try that and see what— 

MR. WORME: I wonder if we might be able to 

marry the two, then, Mr. Commissioner, and that is 
to say that as he's describing it if he would be 
so kind as to mark that out. I have a green 
marker here I was going to use, as he's describing 
it for the record. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, let's begin. Constable, by 

having you define the area, if you would, please? 

THE WITNESS: The area at the time, the district 

boundaries have changed over the years due to 
statistical needs, is West View Heights, 

Dundonald, Massey Place, Confederation Park, 
Pacific Heights, and the Confed Park suburban 
area. 
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THE COMMISSIONER: And but what are the physical 

boundaries of that area? 

THE WITNESS: Circle Drive West to the city 

boundaries, and 22 nd Street North to the city 
boundaries. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Thank you. Now will you mark that 

area as Mr. Worme has requested? 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: The boundary is marked then with a 

green marker. 

Q MR. WORME: And that's an area. Officer, that 

you testified you know well? 

A Yes, that's correct. I knew well at the time. I 
haven't worked there for a number of years, so. 

Q Sorry, Mr. Commissioner. I'd just ask to have the 
clerk if she might provide him the map as marked 
with various residences. I'm showing you, 
witness, what is — purports to be a topographical 
map and photograph, do you know — 

A Yeah, that's an aerial photograph, sir. 

Q From 1987 evidently. There are certain markings 
on that. Can you just take a look at that and 
tell us if you recognize that? 

A Yes. This is a map of the Confed Park, I suppose 
Dundonald area, and Massey Place it looks like. 
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THE COMMISSIONER: Is this P-4? What's the exhibit 

number? 

Q MR. WORME: It's P-4. That's correct. There 

is a red sticky with the letter "F" on it. Do you 
recognize what that is depicting or pointing to? 

A Yes, that's a — what appears to be an apartment 
complex, and that could be 895 Confederation 
Drive. 

Q All right. If you go just a little further up 
there appears to be a red — a number of red 
markings just above that. Do you know what that 
might be — 

A Yes, that is — 

Q — referring to? 

A This is I believe the 900 block Confederation 

Drive. These are the Borden Place Apartments, I 
believe, and then the east-west lane connecting — 
connecting Confederation Drive to Confederation 
Park School. 

Q And if you go further up at the top of 

Confederation, just before the intersection with 
Wedge Road and at 33 rd Street, what is that? 

A The red circle? 

Q The red circle with the arrow. 

A The 7-Eleven at 33 rd and Confed. 
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What block is it? 

That would be the 1100 block Avenue — or 
Confederation Drive, or the 32 and 3300 block 33 rd 
Street West. 

I'm showing you what has been marked as P-42 in 
these proceedings, again being an aerial 
photograph from 1987. Do you recognize that, sir? 
Yes, this looks like the north industrial area. 
There is a red sticky on there with an arrow. 

I believe an "A". 

It's marking "A" on there? 

Correct. 

Can you tell us where that is pointing to, if you 
can? 

It looks like a field. 

A field where? 

I have no idea. 

Well, if I suggest to you that that is between 
what is marked as 57 th Street and 58 th Street? 
Between Miners and Wells Avenue. 

You'd agree with that? 

That's correct. 

You wouldn't dispute that that's what that points 
to? 

That's correct. 
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fust keep those there, if you would, for a moment. 


1 

2 


6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


Q 

If I can refer you back to P-3 being a map — a 
map of the city, you've marked off on P-63 being 
this city map the area of District 8 -- I'm sorry, 
I referred to this as P-40? 

A Two. 

Q P-42? There's also another one. It looks like 
that is P-3. Do you recognize that at all? 

A No, I do not. 

Q If I suggest to you that that is the same area 

that you just described between Miners Avenue and 
Wells Avenue — 

A Oh, yes, sorry, yeah. 

Q — between 57 th and 58 th ? 

A You can see the bluff and the — and what appears 
to be a slough. 

Q Do you recognize that now? 

A And the correctional centre. Yes. It looks like 
an expanded version of this aerial photograph. 

Q And you've marked on P-63 what is District 8? 

A Correct. 

Q And the area of 3300 block 33 rd Street which 

you've told us about with the black pen you have 
in your hand would you just make an X on there? 

A Sure. 
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And since you recognize P-42 and that marking 
between 57 th and 58 th Street, would you do the same 
on that map on P-63? 

I would say — 

Approximately. 

— it's approximately right there. 

Would you make an X on there if you would, please? 
Now, between the two Xs that you've made on P-63, 

I don't recall from your testimony yesterday, but 
did you ever drive that distance? 

No, I have not. 

Can you estimate for us how far that distance 
might be, how many blocks let's say? 

No, I cannot. 

Kilometres? 

Well, if you give me a ruler I can probably figure 
it out. 

All right. We might do that later, but if I 
suggest to you at this point that that distance is 
8.1 kilometres, would you agree or disagree with 
that? 

Well, I don't see a — oh, hang on. I'd guess it 
a little farther, but if they say so then it's 
probably pretty close. 

Well, they do say so. 
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Good. 

I wonder if you would mark the most direct route 
between those two X's with that green — and by — 
by most direct route I don't mean as the crow 
flies. 

Mh'm. 

I mean, obviously, as one might drive that. Would 
you outline the most direct route between those 
two points? 

Yes, I will. I'm finished. 

I wonder if you'd just read into the record what 
you've marked so that we have a record of that? 

It appears that the most direct route between the 
3300 block 33 rd Street and the area of Miners and 
56 th Street — sorry, 57 th or 58 th Street is 
eastbound on 33 rd Street to Confed — or Circle 
Drive, northbound on Circle Drive to Idylwyld 
Drive, northbound on Idylwyld Drive to 51 st 
Street, eastbound on 51 st Street to Faithful 
Avenue, northbound on Faithful to 58 th Street, or 
you can double back to Miners to 57 th . 

Okay. 

Or you can go eastbound on 51 st to Miners Avenue 
and straight up Miners Avenue. 

I appreciate your testimony that you've never 
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driven that route, but I — but I can tell you 
that I have and — and although I'm not going to 
give evidence here, would you agree with me that 
that drive is actually less than six minutes? 

I'm not certain. 

Would you know, at least in District 8 since you 
know that area so well, how many stop lights there 
might have been, how many intersections there 
might be? 

Yes. Eastbound on 33 rd there's a stop light at 
Confederation Drive, there's a stop light on 
Avenue W, there's two on Circle Drive. As you 
turn northbound onto Circle Drive there's one on 
Airport Road, one at Avenue C, one at Circle 
Drive, one at Faithful, and I'm not sure what — 
oh, sorry, we went north on Circle Drive. Of 
course two on Circle Drive. Then proceeding 
northbound on Idylwyld Drive I believe there's one 
on 51 st and Faithful. 

There's many lights? 

Yes. 

All right. 

Correct. 

Now, I don't know -- I don't know about you but 
when I was driving home yesterday I seen a police 
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1 car in front of me. They sometimes don't have any 

2 regard for street lights. Would you agree with me 

3 on that? 

4 A We always have regard for street lights, sir. 

5 Q Well, I mean, I've seen this one drive through 

6 without any apparent regard for it. You -- you'll 

7 agree with me that that happens. 

8 A We always have regard for public safety and — and 

9 street lights, sir. 


10 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: Did you take the license number? 

11 

MR. 

WORME 

: I had not, no, but as soon as I get 

12 



paid to do police work, Mr. Commissioner, I intend 

13 



to fully do that. 

14 


Q 

You don't disagree with me though that the route 

15 



that you've indicated can be made, obeying all of 

16 



the traffic lights in moderate traffic, would take 

17 



six minutes, thereabouts. 

18 


A 

I have no idea. I've never driven it. 

19 


Q 

How long do you think it might take to walk that. 

20 



incidentally? I gather you've never walked it 

21 



either. 

22 


A 

A couple, three hours. No, I have never walked 

23 



either. 

24 


Q 

So you're going to speculate on that? 

25 


A 

Sure. 
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Q All right. But you won't speculate on how far it 
is to drive? 

A No, because I've never driven it and — 

Q But you haven't walked it either but you're quite 

prepared to go there. 

A Right. I can -- I know how far it takes me to 
walk a given distance. 

Q I see. So to walk eight kilometres it's going to 
take you a couple hours? 

A M' hm. 

Q Really? 

A Three, yeah. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, he's speculating. I don't 

want to know what your speculation is. 

Q MR. WORME: You testified that until 1993 Brad 

Senger was not your regular partner. 

A That's correct. 

Q Did you have a regular partner, at least when you 
first joined the force, was it in '80 — 

A Seven. 

Q — seven, and correct me if I'm wrong. 

A Correct. 

Q Did you have a regular partner when you first 
joined the force? 

A Yes, I had a training officer. Actually I had two 
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training officers. 

Well, tell me a little bit about that in terms of 
training officers. I gather you would have come 
out of police college? 

Correct. 

At, where. University of Regina? 

Correct. 

And then you would have did the various exams that 
you've told us about? 

Correct. 

And then, what, began as a — as a constable first 
class? 

No, it's fourth-class constable. 

All right. So you started as a fourth-class 
constable. You would have been assigned to what 
duties, if you can recall? 

Patrol duties. 

Okay. And you would have been assigned a training 
officer. How long did that last? 

I believe it was four months. 

And after four months what happens? 

Transferred to the second training officer for 
two, I believe. 

And what was the distinction between the first 
training officer and second training officer? 
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What do you mean for — what do you mean by 
distinction? 

Well, I'm assuming, because there's — there's a 
first training officer and there's a second 
training officer they must do different duties, do 
they not? 

No, they do not. 

Okay. Then why the change? Is that — is that 
the same for every new recruit? 

Correct. 

They go through two training officers? 

Correct. 

And the reason for that is? 

Second opinion. We might glean more from 
different — by working with different people than 
working with one person. 

Just a broader experience then, is that what it 
is? 

Correct. 

All right. And do you know who those would have 
been? 

Yes, Sergeant Don Yonkman and Sergeant Lome 
Mulder. 

Mulder? 

Mulder, M-U-L-D-E-R. 
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And you would have stayed with Officer Mulder for 


how long? 

Two months approximately. Six months total. 

And after that did you have a regular partner? 

Yes, I was assigned regular partners at various 
times in my service. 

Different people. You've told us about some of 
them? 

Correct. 

And Brad Senger in 1993 became your regular 
partner; is that what I understood you to say? 
Correct. 

Or was he just one in a series of many 
assignments? 

No, he was a regular partner during that period of 
time. 

Officer Senger was a junior officer to you in 
1990, was he not? 

I believe he was just off probation, yes. 

So would he have gone through his first and second 
training officers? 

Correct. 

Do you know how long he would have been completed 
with his first and second training officers? 

No, I do not. 
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Was it your testimony that he was a rookie? 

Yes. 

All right. He was a greenhorn; is that fair? 

That would be fair to say. 

All right. And given your massive experience at 
that point, if we can call it that, how — how 
long were you an officer at that point? 

I wouldn't say it was massive experience. I had 
three years on — 

Okay. What would you say? 

I was a junior member myself at the time. 

Now, isn't that a somewhat of an irregular 
occurrence that there would be two junior officers 
matched up together? 

No. 

No? 

No. 

That still happens? 

All right. Yes. 

There's no policy on it as far as you're aware? 

Not as far as I'm aware of, no. 

Now, I'm not suggesting that there's anything 
wrong with that, but does it not concern you that 
there would be two junior officers operating on 
city police service business, important business. 
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that it might be equated by some as perhaps the 
blind leading the blind? 

No, I do not. 

That's no concern of yours at all? 

No, I disagree with your — your assessment of the 
blind leading the blind. 

All right. You have your notebooks or copies of 
your notebooks available to you? 

Yes, I do. 

Are they — are they somewhere near you at this 
moment? 

Which particular notebooks are you referring to? 
Well, let's start with what's been marked as P- 
180. 

You'll have to give me a date, sir. 

Go to page 9, November 24 th , 1990. 

I don't have that notebook, sir. 

Let's see if we can help you out here. That is 
the — that is a copy of your notebook from 
November 24 th , 1990? 

Yes, and as I indicated before this is a notebook 
that's still retained by the RCMP. 

But that's a copy you have in front of you, that's 
all I'm asking? 

That's correct. 
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1 Q Was it your practice, sir, to indicate the 

2 temperature on every day of your duty? 

3 A Yes. 

4 Q Along with the other information, of course, that 

5 you've provided us? 

6 A Correct. 

7 Q And the purpose of that was? 

8 A Weather conditions frequently play a role in 

9 accident scenes and — and the like. 

10 Q Okay. And it's helpful -- and it's helpful to — 

11 to have that information as you go about your 

12 investigation. 

13 A Perhaps. 

14 Q It may be helpful; is that fair? 

15 A Correct. 

16 Q And you've testified that you started your duty at 

17 0800? 

18 A No, that's incorrect. 

19 Q I'm sorry. Well, when did you start? 

20 A 2000 hours. 

21 Q All right. Thank you. .Just if I can draw your 

22 attention to the first page, that is page 9. The 

23 initial comment "Unlawful at large," and there's a 

24 name in there and — 

25 A M'hm. 
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— apparently a description of a vehicle, that's 
information, did I understand you correctly, that 
you would have received on parade? 

Correct. 

And who would have provided that information? 

That would have been the staff sergeant on duty at 
the time. 

And there would have been a -- I think it's — I 
think the acronym is BOLF, or be on the look out 
for? Is that — 

Correct. 

And then the next entry there's again a name. Box 
195, Martensville. 

Yes. 

What — what's that about? 

I do not recall. 

And because it is quite separate from the earlier, 
that is unlawfully at large, the name and the 
description, I gather that that's not from parade. 
Gerald — or the — the information contained in 
the next entry? Yes. 

Yeah. 

I — I presume it's not from parade. 

And you presume that because? 

Because it's not boxed in. 
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And you'll agree with me that there's no time 
entry on that. 

Correct. 

So that helps us not at all and it helps you not 
at all in terms of refreshing your memory — 
Correct. 

— as to when that might be made? 

Correct. 

Well, let's just talk about policy for a little 
bit. Were you aware at the time, was there a 
policy with respect to note keeping by city police 
service officers? 

I'm not aware of any policy at the time of note 
keeping. 

Okay. Then let's step back to your training in 
police college. Was there anybody in police 
college that you can recall now, and I recognize 
it's been some time ago, that suggested to the 
trainees that it's probably a good idea to keep 
notes? 

Correct. 

Somebody told you that at some point. 

Correct. 

Okay. And did they tell you what you should put 
in those notes? 
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Yes. 

What did they tell you you should put in the 
notes? 

Information contained in the report, or 
information that you require to refresh your 
memory in court based on the information that you 
have provided. So anything leading to a charge or 
a sanction under the law. 

Okay. The essence of it is to refresh your 
memory. 

For the purpose of court, yes. 

Only for the purpose of court? 

Or criminal intelligence or whatever the case may 
be. 

Or — or for what, sorry? 

Criminal intelligence or whatever the case may be. 
For the purpose of leaving reports. 

Are we to gather then that because there's no 
other entry other than that at the bottom of page 
9 of your notes, there was nothing in connection 
with that individual that you were at all 
concerned about? 

Nothing to report, I believe, no. 

Your next entry at 2026, I gather this is the way 
that you would indicate that - the 10-19, all 
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right? That's a dispatch call? 

That's correct. 

And how would that come across and how would that 
get to you, in particular? 

It could come by two ways. Generally at that time 
we're receiving MDT transmissions, the mobile data 
terminal transmissions, or we could also receive 
transmissions via the in-car or portable radios. 
And is there any distinction that you would have 
made at the time or now as to how you would have 
received the dispatch? 

No. 

So whether it came in by way of your radio or on 
the MDT doesn't really matter, the fact is you've 
been dispatched. 

Correct. 

And then you go about the duty to go and — to go 
and investigate whatever it is that you're 
dispatched to. 

Correct. 

Your entry at 2147, the next entry following that 
is 2253. I gather that would have taken you 
sometime to investigate that particular report, a 
10-56? Can you tell me what a 10-56 is? 

Missing person. 
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And this is the — the — evidently the person 
you're referring to in this entry? 

Correct. Contains the — 

Someone who had ran away from home, is it? Is 
that a child perhaps that ran away from home? 

It appears to be that way, yes. 

No birth date or anything indicated beside the 
person who you have noted as missing. 

That's correct. 

And at the top of page 11 does that say, "Signed 
'The Bitch'." What does that mean? 

That's referring to the note that was left on — 
at the scene. If you read page 10 it refers to a 
note left on toilet paper that — 

Okay. And what did you gather from that since it 
was important enough to include in your report? 

Did you actually seize the note, by the way? 

I'm not sure. 

All right. And what was the importance of — of 
putting in that entry again at the top of page 11, 
if there was one, and if you can tell us and 
recall today? 

It goes to the reason why the person ran away, if 
the person is upset with their caregiver or if 
they've — they've gone missing. There's quite a 
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difference between a person that has run away and 


a person that's missing. 

All right. And so you would make a note of that 
in order to kind of give yourself at some later 
date some sense of what it was you were 
investigating and maybe the emotional content? 

No, it's important to record the factual 
information. 

And just before we leave that, at the bottom of 
that entry before 2253, "Tried 33-1102 with no 
answer." I gather that's a house that you might 
have attended at in searching for this person. 

An apartment. 

Do you know whether or not that incident that you 
were called to this particular 10-56 was ever 
resolved? 

No, I do not. 

You didn't resolve it, in any event. 

No, I did not. 

The entry on 2334, this is something you testified 
to about the other day and that is that, if I 
recall your words correctly, "Believe it or not we 
used to do property checks." That's what that's 
in relation to. 

I believe so, yes. Or it may be. 
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You're not — you're not certain. 

I'm not certain, no. 

And, "No movement front or back." 

Correct. 

And can you tell me when those notes were made? 
Would they have been made at time. Officer? Is 
that what you were trained to do in — 

Yes. 

— police college? It would have been made at 
2334? 

Or thereafter. That's — 2334 would be the time 
that we checked the property or that I checked the 
property. 

And then the next entry and, of course, there's no 
time on that curiously enough. Are you able to 
explain that at all? 

No, I cannot. 

And the entry is, "Tracy Horse." 

Tracy Lee Horse. 

Lee is an after fact. 

Correct. 

No, but Lee is the after fact. I mean, take a 
look at it. 

Correct. 

It looks to me like it's even written in a 
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different hand. Is that your handwriting, the Lee 


part? 

Yes, it is. 

Was it written at the same time? Is it in the 
same pen as Tracy Horse? 

Yes, it is. 

And if I recall your testimony, you have no 
recollection whatsoever about why you would make 
such an entry in your book? 

I presume it's a person check. 

But there's nothing in there to suggest that it's 
a person check. It's a presumption of yours? 
Correct. 

Which ultimately, as we know, was borne out by an 
off-line CPIC search, correct? 

Apparently so, yes. 

418 Avenue -- help me out here. 

I South. 

And you would get that information from where? 
From the person that we were speaking to at the 
time. 

I see. April 17 -- "April 19/73". What do you 
think that might be? What do you presume that 
might be? 

Date of birth of Tracy Lee Horse. 
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And how is it that you come to that? Is it — 
there's nothing in there that indicates that would 
be a date of birth. Is that just your practice? 
Yes, that's my practice. 

That's consistent with your practice, is it? 
Correct. 

And not putting a time on that, is that consistent 
with your practice? 

Yes, it is. 

All right. I'm going to ask you to — well, let's 
-- let's go to the next page then. Neil Genaille. 
Who is that? 

It's Genaille Bruce. 

Well, let's — let me ask you just to read that, 
okay? 

Right. 

You'll agree with me it says Neil Genaille. 

It has Neil, the name Neil is crossed out, then it 
has Genaille and then it has Bruce. 

And Bruce is written on the next line. 

Correct. 

So it looks like to me that you wrote Neil 
Genaille first. Am I wrong in that — in that 
assumption? 

Yes. 
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I'm wrong in that? 

Yes. 

You wrote Bruce first? 

No. It looks — appears to me that I wrote Neil, 
misunderstood Genaille, and wrote down Bruce 
because there's no more room on that line 
previous. 

Okay. Well, you would have wrote Neil Genaille. 
Correct. Bruce. 

Then you struck out Neil. 

Correct. 

And then you wrote Bruce. 

Correct. 

And why was that? 

I have no idea. 

Then there's an address there. I presume that to 
be an address, right? 

Yes, it's an apartment address. 

3300 block of 33 rd Street. 

118-3308-33 rd Street. 

Is that the 3300 block of 33 rd Street? 

Correct. 

And that's the same location that you were talking 
to Staff Sergeant Lyons about, right? 

Correct. 
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And you told him, "All I know is the guys arrested 
him in the 3300 block of 33 rd Street." Don't you 
find that to be just a little coincidental? 

No. 

Not at all? 

Not at all. 

Then the date of birth there, 67/04/21. I think 
that's date of birth, according to your practice. 
Correct. 

I guess what puzzles me is why would that be there 
between 2334 entry and 23 something 5 or 01. 

You'll agree with me that that's pretty curious, 
isn't it? 

Yes. 

And do you have an explanation for us, sir, about 
why you would do that given what you were trained 
to do at police college, given what your practice 
has been? 

Yes. 

And that is? 

I'm presuming that we were attending the dispatch 
call of 20 — or, sorry, 306-3308-33 rd Street 
West. We attended the scene or attended to the 
area, we checked two individuals. After we 
checked the two individuals I wrote the call down 
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in my notebook. 

Did you not just testify a moment ago that it was 
your practice to record things when it happened? 
Correct. 

So you didn't do it this time; is that what you're 
telling us? 

No, that's not what I'm saying at all. Calls in 
progress generally are written down in the 
notebook after the call is cleared. If we are 
looking for somebody or if there's a crime in 
progress we will not generally stop to write the 
call in our notebook, we will attend to the scene, 
deal with the incident, and immediately thereafter 
write the call down in our notebook. If it's a 
call over, for example a break and enter and 
theft, we will stop before we get to the scene or 
at the scene, write down the call, write down the 
complainant's name and the file number in our 
notebooks so we can supply that to our 
complainant. 

Okay. The — the entry — the next entry 
following Neil Genaille Bruce 118-3308-33 rd 
Street, page 12, that number I think you've 
testified is quite indecipherable to you. 

Which number? 
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Well, the time. 

Right. 

The next — the next time entry at the top of page 
12 . 

Correct. 

And otherwise I would suggest you have fairly 
decent handwriting. You'd agree with that, right? 
Take a look at it. 

Correct. 

It's quite legible. Except for that. Were you in 
a hurry when you made that entry? 

I don't know. 

And can you swear today, sir, as to whether that's 
2301 or 2351? 

No, I cannot. 

And you can't tell us, except to presume, that you 
may have written that in sometime after, whatever 
time that is. 

Correct. Yes, that would be the dispatch time. 
That would be the dispatch time. 

Correct, the time that we — we received the call. 
And is there somewhere that you would have on your 
MDT the time that you received that dispatch call? 
Yes. 

That would still be on your computer screen? 
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That's on the printout, sir. 

You would have had a printout in the vehicle with 
you? 

No, that would have been on the computer screen. 
Well, that's what I'm asking you. 

Yeah. 

Was it still on your computer screen? 

I don't recall. 

Well, can we assume, because you managed to have a 
time there that apparently is after some other 
events would have occurred; right, you agree with 
me that these — 

Correct. 

— other events probably occurred first in time — 
Correct. 

— given the way that you've noted them? 

Correct. 

People typically would record, and I'm certain you 

— you would do so, that is, record things 
chronologically as they occur. 

Correct. 

So can we take it from that that as you were able 
to indicate 23 either 51 or 01, that you would 
have still had that on your computer screen? 

Yes. 
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We've heard a little bit about those computer 
screens. As I understood it there are several, 
basically buttons on them, and maybe you can tell 
me a bit more and help me out here as to what that 
consisted of, and I'm talking about the MDT. 
Correct. 

Tell me a bit about that. What exactly comes over 
it, what do you do as an officer sitting in the 
car when a dispatch comes in and you say look, I'm 
going to take the car, and take us all the way 
through that process until you're completed? 

Okay. It has many buttons. It has a keyboard 
covering all the characters of the English 
alphabet, it has buttons for query vehicle, query 
person, en route, at scene, and available buttons. 
It also has an emergency I.D. button, space bar. 

So when we would get a call it would flash up on 
our screen, we would hit the "en route" button — 
Okay. 

— when we received the call and acknowledged 
receiving the call and are en route. As we enter 
the scene we would press "at scene". 

All right. 

We would remain at scene until we clear the call 
and then we would provide the "in service" and 
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then we would get a defaulted screen come up 
clearing the call and we'd have to clear that 
screen before we'd receive the next call. 

All right. And I — and I — 

Unless a call comes in by radio. 

Sorry? 

Unless the call would come in by radio. 

And if it comes in by radio then what's the 
procedure? 

We would acknowledge that we are en route to the 
call and advise again that we were at scene and 
cleared. 

All by radio. 

All by radio. 

And would there be a printed record or a hard copy 
record of such radio communications? 

No. Now everything is digitally stored and we 
keep — 

Well, let's talk about 1990. 

Right. I -- I don't recall what we had in 1990. 

We were on a taped system but I don't recall any 
of the logistics behind that. 

So you get — you get a call, a 10-25. You've 
testified it was a drunk causing problems. 

No, that's intoxicated person. That's what a 10- 
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25 is. 

I understood you yesterday to testify, and I -- 
and I understand this is splitting hairs, but your 
testimony yesterday was it was a drunk causing 
problems. 

Yes. The — the narrative says Neil Stonechild is 
causing problems. 

Yeah. Well, we'll come to that just in a moment. 

I just want to see if you can recall your 
testimony from yesterday. That — that was your 
testimony — 

I don't recall 
— as to what a 10-25 is? 

X recall a 10-25 being a drunk. 

All right. Good enough. 

Or intoxicated person. 

And so you would receive on your computer screen 
just the code 10-25, maybe the address of where 
you might attend to? 

Correct. The narrative and the person — 

The narrative, what — what does that mean? 

That's the — the narrative of the call. Short, 
one-line description of what happened. 

Basically telling you what a 10-25 is? 

No, identifying perhaps the person or the 
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situation involved. 

All right. Okay. And can we take it from that 
that that MDT would have had the name Neil 
Stonechild in that narrative aspect? 

Correct. 

And I -- and I recognize you don't — don't recall 
today. 

Correct. 

Because you've made the note there Neil 
Stonechild, we can take it as a fact that that 
would have appeared on the dispatch narrative. 

Yes. 

All right. And then either you or your partner 
would have pressed the — the next button to say 
we're heading over there, this is our call? 

Correct. 

And having done that, would that prevent other 
cars that may be in the vicinity from -- from 
attending? 

No, not necessarily. 

Okay. So it could be multiple — multiple 
attendances, and by that I mean by the Saskatoon 
Police Service to any particular call depending on 
the nature of it. 

Depending on the number of cars dispatched, yes. 
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So the dispatch would — they don't just put out a 


general call, do they? They — they dispatch 
particular vehicles? Is that — 

Correct. District calls are generally assigned to 
the district car. 

Would there be any other district cars in District 
8 besides you? 

There may be. 

Do you recall whether on that occasion in 1990 
there might have been? 

No. 

You would have no record of that in your notes as 
to who might else be in District 8 so that let's 
say you needed to call upon them for some 
assistance you would at least have that within the 
scope of your knowledge? 

No. 

So you're en route, and that would register? 
Correct. 

So the dispatcher knows, good, car number -- what 
was it, 53? 

Thirty-eight. 

Sorry? 

Three eight. 

Car number 38 is on the way, we, you know, we'll 
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— we'll let it go from there? 

Correct. 

And once you're finished whatever business it is 
you want, that's when you press the next button; 
is that right? 

No. 

Okay. What happens next again? I'm -- I'm sorry, 
you'll have to help me here. 

We're en route. When we arrive at the scene we 
press "at scene". 

Okay. So the next — the next task is at scene. 
That means the dispatcher knows that you're 
probably leaving your vehicle, there would be 
certain security measures to be taken, to be 
thought about, to be considered; correct? 

Well, yeah. 

That would be the reason for that? 

We're always — we're always mindful of that. 

Yeah. But it would let the dispatcher know that 
you were out of your car since you're at the 
scene. 

Correct. 

And then you would do whatever business it is that 
you mean to do there; correct? 

Correct. 
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And once you're done you hit the next button, says 
I'm ready for the next call? 

Correct. And, if I may, that's when we would 
receive the clearance screen to clear the call. 
Okay. So what does — what does that mean 
exactly? Just help me out here. 

Once — once we make ourselves available, the 
clearance screen comes up and there's mandatory 
fields that need to be filled before that call 
could be processed. 

All right. Well, what if — and I'm not 
suggesting you did this, but what if you attend at 
a scene, you — you hit the next button at the 
scene — 

M' hm. 

— and you find out there's really nothing to do 
there so you decide, geez, maybe we should have a 
coffee break, let's go get some doughnuts, right? 
That could be done and nobody would be the wiser 
until you hit the next button saying I'm back in 
service. 

I suppose that could be done, yes. 

Are you aware of that being done? 

Apparently it has, yes. 

And then the next entry you have after, "Neil 
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1 Stonechild causing problems," "GOA"; correct? 

2 A Correct. 

3 Q And at 0155 it looks to me like you've got a 10-23 

4 to 111 Wedge Road. And a 10-23 is? 

5 A Willful damage. 

6 Q Interestingly enough, you went back next door 

7 there at 629. Am I right? 

8 A 6:29 a.m.? 

9 Q 0629. 

10 A Yes, to the same vicinity. 

11 Q Well, I'm suggesting to you it's next door. 

12 A Correct. 

13 Q 110 Wedge Road. 

14 A It's not — 

15 Q Well, it says 110 Wedge is what it says. 

16 A Yes. It's not right next door. It's kitty corner 

17 to the north. 

18 Q And did I understand you correctly to say that at 

19 0155 you didn't actually attend to that call? Is 

20 that what you testified to in-chief? 

21 A No. 

22 Q At 0155 you did attend to that call? 

23 A Correct. 

24 Q And how do you know that? 

25 A Because it says that in my report. What you may 


Volume 41 



7966 


Exam L. Hartwig 
by Mr. Worme 


be referring in error to is the rerouting of our 
unit from the latter call to take the call to 
Wedge Road. We were dispatched — 

Rerouting the latter call? Sorry, you — 

We were dispatched twice to the 10-30. 

And that's the next entry you have at 0139? 

Right. 

So at 0155 you get this call, it's a 10-23, you 
make a note of it — 

Correct. 

— at the time obviously? 

When we arrived at the scene most likely, yes. 

But you don't indicate in there oh, geez, gone on 
arrival, or nothing to report, or no answer or 
anything to give us any sense that — that that 
was concluded in any fashion. 

Yes, there was concluding remarks on the computer 
terminal. It was unfounded. 

Okay. So there's just nothing in your entry; is 
that what it is? 

Correct. 

And from 0139 to 0050, that is at the bottom of 
page 12 and all of page 13, halfway down page 14, 
that's all a single event? 

Yes, but the times are incorrect, sir. 
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Oh, how did that happen? 

I noted the first dispatch time to the 10-30, not 
the second dispatch time to the 10-30. If you 
look at page 13, 0005 refers to the time that 
Jamie Poison was dancing on the dance floor. 

Sorry, I -- I missed you there. 0035? 

What are you referring to, Mr. Worme? 

I — I'm just asking you to repeat your last 
answer there. 

Okay. 01 -- 

Jamie Poison dancing on — 

0139 is the original dispatch time. We were 
cancelled, rerouted to the 1023. We attended the 
10-23. We then were redispatched to the 10-30. I 
noted the time of the original dispatch call, not 
the second dispatch call. And on page 13, top of 
the page, 0050 refers to the time that Jamie 
Poison was on the dance floor. 

Okay. So zero — and let me just make sure I 
understand this — 

M'hm. 

— all right? 

M'hm. 

Page 12, 0139 you get a dispatch call? 

Correct. 
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And you make all of these notes right to the 
bottom of the page? 

Correct. 

And this would have been information provided, I'm 
assuming, in the narrative part of the dispatch? 
No. 

Okay. Where did you get that information? 

From the -- from the people that we spoke to at 
the scene. 

And 0050 is at the top of page 13. You — you're 
going to have to help me out here. How does that 
relate again to the time of 0139? 

0050 would be the approximate time of the actual 
offence. 

So that's not the time that you would have talked 
to Jamie Poison dancing on the dance floor. 

No, I was not on the dance floor with Jamie 
Poison. 

Oh. And I guess you see what my confusion is 
here, is 0050 why would you put it there? Why 
wouldn't you put it in the narrative part of — of 
your — well, of your narrative? 

I don't know. 

Wouldn't that make more sense though? 

Yes, it would. 
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And is that what you were taught in — in police 
college? 


Just put the times in anywhere? 


I'm sure that's not. 

No. You're correct. 

Do you know what time you would have cleared that 
call? 

No, I do not. 

And if I recalled you correctly, yesterday you 
testified that that's something that stuck out in 
your — in your mind. That's something that you 
actually have an independent recollection of. 
Correct. 

And that is because? 

I don't know. 

I guess I was hoping for too much. Let me just go 
back to the — to the copy of the SPS report that 
you received that you had an opportunity at some 
point to review, and this is the one that was 
recovered by Constable Ernie Louttit. You told us 
yesterday that you had some conversation with him 
in the locker room. 

Correct. 
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It was in approximately 1990 and I think you 
agreed with me yesterday, sir, that it would have 
been after March 4 th of 1991 that you would have 
had this locker room conversation with Constable 
Ernie Louttit. 

Presumably, yes. 

And he expressed to you at that time, sir, his 
dissatisfaction regarding the lack of an 
investigation. 

Yes. 

You testified that Constable Louttit is a friend 
of yours then? 

Correct. 

And he is today? 

Yes, that is correct. 

And you testified that you did absolutely nothing 
to assist him. 

Correct. 

Either in his investigation or bringing these 
concerns to the superiors. 

Ernie was in the process of doing that. 

Well, and that may well be. We've heard something 
about that. But I'm asking you, sir, you did 
nothing — 

Correct. 
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Q — to assist him in either the investigation, 
right? 

A Correct. 

THE COMMISSIONER: But hasn't he answered these 

questions several times? 

Q MR. WORME: Well, let me ask this. Did you get 

along with your superiors at that point in time? 

A Yes, I did. 

Q You weren't having any trouble with them? 

A No, I did — no, I was not. 

Q And there were no complaints about you, there was 

nothing on your discipline record that — that you 
would have been concerned about? 

A At that time, no. 

Q What about today? 

A No, not that I'm aware of. 

Q Just before I turn away from your notes for a 

moment, you made no note of who your partner was. 
Is that — is that usual, or would you typically 
make a note of that? 

A I — I've gone over my notes and generally I did 
not note my partner at the time. It would be 
recorded in the reports that I left. 

Q If there were any reports that you left? 

A Correct. 
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And if there were no reports — 

We — we generally had lots of reports to leave. 
Was there any occasions when you had no reports? 
No, I don't recall. We — we've been fairly busy. 
Well, and I realize you might be fairly busy, but 
the question I was asking is throughout your 
experience, even up to today, sir — 

M' hm. 

-- has there been any occasions when you went on 
duty and in spite of the fact that you may have 
gone to various things like evidently you had — 

M' hm. 

— but there were no reports whatsoever. 

No, I don't believe so. 

On every occasion you would have filed a report. 
Yes. To the best of my recollection, yes. 

So I gather from that, since you aren't certain, 
that it's possible you may well have had occasions 
where, on a particular shift, you might not have 
had occasion at the end of the day to file any 
report? 

I suppose it's extremely rare, yes. 

All right. And in those instances if you didn't 
have a record of who your partner might be, you 
may never know? 
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Correct. Other than the dispatch — or other than 
the dispatch logs or the computer logs. 

And that's assuming that your partner, whoever it 
was, might have put into the MDT their own number 
saying I accept this or I make this query. 

Well, no, you -- when you book on the MDT it 
records the people who are booked on in that unit. 
Oh, I see. Okay. So there is actually a way that 
at the end of the day there's an electronic track. 
Correct. 

Fair enough. Just with respect to the vehicles 
that — the vehicle that you were operating, and I 
gather you operate even now, you -- you still 
drive a police vehicle. 

Yes, I do. 

And at the end of the shift do you have occasion 
to clean your vehicle? 

If it needs cleaning, yes, we would clean the 
vehicle or assign it for cleaning by maintenance 
staff at city yards. 

All right. And is it your practice, sir, to — to 
examine your vehicle at the end of the shift to 
see, for example, if anybody you may have had in 
your custody might have left anything behind like 
a — like a wallet? 
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Yes, it is customary before starting the shift — 
Yeah. 

— and ending the shift to check the back of the 
vehicle, yes, sir. 

And I know this probably sounds foolish, but did 
you find a shoe in your vehicle at the end of your 
shift? 

I don't recall ever finding a shoe in my vehicle 
at the end of my shift. 

And — and just with respect to car 38, it was 
your evidence that you were probably the driver, I 
think, given that you knew the — the area better 
than the rookie Senger. 

Correct. 

And do you know whether or not he had ever been in 
District 8 before, and I don't mean, you know, 
over there to visit a friend or anything, I mean 
as a — as an officer. 

I'm not certain. 

You wouldn't have talked about anything like that 
that today might help you out to remember at all? 
Oh, we might have talked about stuff like that at 
the time but it was insignificant and I don't 
recall. 

So as I understand your — your evidence from 
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yesterday that the dispatch as indicated on page 
12, inexplicably after the Neil Genaille Bruce 
entry, that came in at 2351, and I think you 
looked at records yesterday that confirmed that. 
Correct. 

So can we take it from that that you would have 
recorded the dispatch time as you had you've 
indicated on the next entry — 

Correct. 

— on page 12 that that 2301 is, in fact, 2351? 
Correct. 

And you would have hit the en route button at the 
same moment, 2351 -- 
Not necessarily. 

Well, if I suggest to you — 

Oh, sorry. 

— that the dispatch record — 

Right. 

— indicates that en route is — 

Right. 

— is tracked electronically at 2351 — 

I — I apologize. I was thinking of the — the 
time the call received. No, you're right. If we 
receive the dispatch, we would generally hit the 
en route button at the same time. 
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And as I understand other testimony before this 
Inquiry, there is no indication or no record as to 
where you might have been at that particular 
moment when you hit the button. 

Correct. 

But four minutes later you're at the scene. 
Presumably so. 

Well then, if I suggest to you that the dispatch 
record says that the MDT was programmed, if I can 
put it that way — 

M' hm. 

— to record your attendance at 2356, you would 
accept that? 

Yes. 

And if I tell you that 2351 and 2356 is four 
minutes, you'd probably agree with that? 

I would, yes. 

All right. So it took you four minutes from 
wherever you were to get to the scene? 

It seems that way, yes. 

All right. And is it safe to say, then, that you 
were probably somewhere in the vicinity? 

Vicinity of? 

Well, the vicinity of where you attended to at 
2356, I'm assuming that's Snowberry Downs. 
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1 

A 

Yes, we were probably in our patrol district 

at 

2 


the time. 


3 

Q 

And is the entire patrol district within say 

three 

4 


or four minutes from boundary to boundary? 


5 

A 

Depends on the driving conditions at the time. 

6 


yes. 


7 

Q 

Okay. Do you recall the driving conditions 

on 

8 


this particular instance? 


9 

A 

No, I do not. 


10 

Q 

You wouldn't necessarily be impeded by traffic 

11 


lights, correct? 


12 

A 

Depends on where we are. 


13 

Q 

Well, and — and the point I'm getting at is 

you 

14 


do have, and I'm assuming that car number -- 

38? 

15 

A 

Thirty-eight. 


16 

Q 

That car number 38 had emergency lights? 


17 

A 

Correct. 


18 

Q 

You never took out a police service vehicle 

that 

19 


didn't have emergency lights when you were on 

20 


patrol duty. 


21 

A 

That's correct. 


22 

Q 

And that as a matter of course you can turn 

on 

23 


these lights and people basically get out of 

the 

24 


way? 


25 

A 

Not necessarily. 
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No. But you can go through red lights, it gives 
people fair warning that there's an emergency 
vehicle coming through? 

Correct. 

So all I'm getting at is that wherever you were 
within District 8, regardless of where you were, 
you could have gotten to Snowberry Downs within 
four minutes? 

Correct. 

And — and 21 minutes later you hit the button 
that says back in service. 

Sorry, 21 minutes later after what? 

Well, you get a dispatch at 2351? 

Correct. 

You — you've agreed with me there already. 

Yes. 

All right. And you've agree that you were en 
route at 2351, which I'm assuming means that 
somebody in the car pressed the button on the MDT 
that you've told us about that says we're heading 
there? 

Correct. 

And that you attended at 2356 or at least somebody 
pressed the button perhaps in the MDT that says 
we're at the scene. 
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Correct. 

And, as I understand your testimony from 
yesterday, that you had cleared at 0017. 

Yes, I believe that's what the — the dispatch log 
says. 

All right. And I'm suggesting to you that that's 
21 minutes. 

Correct. 

And in that 21 minutes you have absolutely no 
knowledge of what went on, no independent 
recollection of what went on? 

Correct. 

You don't remember talking to a Trent — 
incidentally, you used the word Trent Rusk 
yesterday. 

No. 

And your counsel had corrected you. 

Trent Ruck . 

Okay. Well, I took a look at the transcript and 
it said Rusk, but that's — that's probably just 
a — 

M' hm. 

— typographical error. 

Right. 

But why would that name stand out? Who is Trent 
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Ruck? 

It's that individual who I'm working with on a 
project in my police duties, new project that I'm 
working on. 

Were you involved with him in November of 1990? 

I don't recall. I've known him for quite a number 
of years. 

But in any event, you have no recollection 
independently of speaking to Trent Ewart? 

No, I do not. 

And nor, I gather, of making a CPIC inquiry of 
Trent Ewart — 

No, I — 

— after the fact, as I understand your testimony? 
No, I do not. 

And there's no record, you'll — you'll agree, in 
your notes that you had any conversation with him 
whatsoever. 

That's correct. 

And if I suggest to you that the conversation that 
at least we're aware of at this Inquiry took a 
matter of minutes at the most, you can neither 
agree or disagree with that? 

Correct. 


You had a chance yesterday to review at the behest 
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of your counsel P-72 which I'm going to suggest to 
you is the text of an article from February 22 nd 
of 2000. You've told us that, in fact, you did 
see it, that you did read it, that it refers to 
Neil Stonechild. And I gather from your testimony 
today that that document together with whatever 
you might have heard on the radio or television 
forms really the basis of your knowledge upon 
which you spoke, presumably with some authority, 
to Officer Lyons? 

Correct. 

And you had no idea, I think was your testimony, 
rather adamant I thought, prior to this that there 
was any suggestion whatsoever of Saskatoon Police 
Service involvement in the death of Neil 
Stonechild? 

Correct. 

Or in the death of Mr. Wegner? 

Correct. Well, no, that's not the case. The 
media — after Mr. Night came forward with his 
allegations to Sergeant Bruce Ehalt, the Wegner 
and Naistus information, from what I understand, 
came out as a result of that. So the — the RCMP 
task force were looking into the death of Mr. 
Wegner and Mr. Naistus, and Mr. Stonechild was at 
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a later date. 

And in particular, and I — the only point I'm 
getting at, sir, is that the issue about potential 
Saskatoon Police Service involvement in those 
hideous events, you were aware of that or you were 
not aware of that? 

Aware of which particular events? 

Well, let's just start with Wegner and Naistus. 
Yes, I was. 

You were aware that there was an allegation of 
police involvement? 

Yes. 

And do you know when you became aware of that and 
from what sources? 

I have no — well, again, I presume it was from 
the media and from police officers talking about 
it, and that would likely predate February, 2000. 
And so when you began to talk to Officer Lyons, 
Staff Sergeant Lyons — 

M' hm. 

— about Neil Stonechild — 

M' hm. 

— again that was brought up by you. 

Correct. 

You weren't at all concerned that, given this 
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other information that you were obviously aware of 


well in advance of February, 2000 from various 
conversations, locker room conversations, talk 
amongst the boys, that sort of thing, that there 
might be a similar allegation here? 

I had absolutely no idea. 

I gather you probably wouldn't even want to turn 
your mind to it, given how terrible a thought it 
is. You'll agree with me it's — the allegation 
is — is horrendous. 

True. 

And so you would not be inclined to turn your mind 
to it? 

Yes, I would. 

But you didn't? 

Perhaps you should clarify what you're getting at, 
sir. 

You've told us repeatedly that you had absolutely 
no idea prior to being apprised of the allegation 
by the newspaper — 

M'hrii. 

— that there was any allegation of involvement of 
the Saskatoon City Police Service in the death of 
Neil Stonechild. 

Correct. 
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Notwithstanding that you had other information — 
again, we can go through the sources if you wish 

— of potential Saskatoon Police Service 
involvement in Wegner and Naistus? 

Correct. 

But you never once turned your mind to that 
possibility in relation to Neil Stonechild? 

That's all I was getting at. 

No, once — once the allegation was — was made 
known, I did turn my mind to it, absolutely. 

Well, and that — and that — and that's what I'm 
asking. Prior to once the allegation was made 
known — 

Right. 

— since you brought it up — 

Right. 

— with Officer Lyons — 

Right. 

— you didn't think that that might even be a 
possibility, a remote possibility? 

No. 

And the reason of that is that it is just too 
horrible a thought that your colleagues might be 
involved in such a terrible event? 

No. 
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1 Q Isn't that right? 

2 A No, that's not it at all. 

3 Q No? 

4 A The information wasn't available at the time. 

5 Q But information was available with respect to 

6 Wegner and Naistus. 

7 A Correct. 

8 Q And Mr. Night. 

9 A Correct. 

10 Q And it's not a great leap, I would suggest to you, 

11 Officer, since you knew about Neil Stonechild — 

12 A M'hm. 

13 Q — you knew him. 

14 A M'hm. 

15 Q You knew of the circumstances of his discovery, a 

16 remote location? 

17 A M'hm. 

18 Q Correct? 

19 A Correct. 

20 Q Very, very suspicious circumstances. One shoe, 

21 right? You knew that. 

22 A From what I've heard, yes, that's correct. 

23 Q No apparent means of him getting out to that 

24 location? 

25 A Correct. 
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That didn't raise any suspicions? You didn't put 
two and two together to say geez, this looks — 
this looks funny? You didn't, did you? 

No, I did not — I did not make the connection of 
the police involvement. First time that became 
available is in — in February of 2000, or 
slightly before that. 

Yeah, and the — and the question I asked you, and 
you can answer it if you want or not, but it's not 
a great leap to saying the knowledge that you had 
about Wegner, Naistus and Night looks awfully 
suspicious when you look at it against what you 
knew about the demise of Neil Stonechild? 

That is incorrect. 

When did you first become aware of an individual 
that was known to you as Tracy Horse? Or at least 
when you got the name Tracy Horse, and I'm not 
suggesting you knew who it was. 

When did I become aware of the name of Tracy Lee 
Horse? 

Yeah. 

I believe it was through the newspaper once again. 
All right. And if I suggest to you that that name 
was never ever published in any newspaper, can you 
perhaps maybe suggest another source where that 
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may have come from? 

No, I disagree with you. I believe I read it in 
the paper. 

And do you know when approximately that might have 
been? 

Early 2000. 

As I understood your testimony, there was no 
independent recall that you could tell us about of 
any instances where you actually dealt with 
members of the Stonechild family. That was your 
testimony yesterday. 

I have no independent recollection of dealing with 
members of the Stonechild family? That's 
incorrect. 

Okay. So you have an independent memory now of 
dealing with members — 

As I clearly indicated before. 

Sorry? 

As I clearly indicated before. 

And you had dealings with Marcel. 

Apparently so, yes. That was in regards to the 
street check. 

Well, let me -- let me just ask this. You have 
then independent recall -- 
Yes, I do. 
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— of dealing with — 

Neil. 

— members of the Stonechild family? 

Yes. 

All right. And is one of those instances dealing 
with Marcel? 

Yes. 

Then I — then I guess I wonder why would you say 
apparently so? You either have an independent 
recall or you don't. 

No. I do have an independent recall and it was 
regarding the street check right after the break 
and enter on the 500 block Shea Crescent. 

All right. Then can I assume from your comment 
that prior to your review of the incident report 
of that event you had no independent recall? 
Incident report of what event? 

Well the event you've just told us about, sir. 
There is — there is no report on 500 block Shea 
Crescent. It's been purged from the system. It 
lists nothing as to the — the persons involved or 
the property involved. 

Okay. And did you — 

So therefore there was nothing to review. 

And that — that just — you — pardon me. You 
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just have that memory on your own? 

Yes, I do. 

What about dealing with Jake? 

What about dealing with Jake? 

Do you have any independent memory of dealing with 
Jake? 

No, I do not. 

And what about Neil? 

Yes. 

Okay. And I'm -- I'm not talking about whatever 
it is that you might have reviewed in order to 
refresh your memory. 

Correct. 

But absolutely independent of that? 

Correct. 

What has been marked as Exhibit P-183 here, which 
are certain documents that evidently you obtained 
and turned them over to the RCM Police which are 
marked as document 706 being three pages, and I'll 
just refer you to those rather than bothering 
Madam Clerk to — to get those and show them to 
you and you can maybe just tell me. One is a SIMS 
hard copy. 

They're all three SIMS hard copies. 

Okay. One of them is a B and E with respect to 
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526 Shea Crescent? 

Correct. 

And is that dealing with Marcel? 

That's dealing with I believe Marcel, Neil 
Stonechild, Warren Shane Bird and Steven Kingdom. 
And that, I think you've just testified to, there 
was no record of but yet you have independent 
recall? 

No, that is incorrect. 

All right. 

I have no independent recall of the break and 
enter. I have independent recall of the person 
check linking Neil to that break and enter. 

All right. And the last was a street check 3700 
something I have. I don't know what that is but 
in any event — 

Diefenbaker Drive. 

Sorry? 

Diefenbaker Drive. 

And where did you get these documents? 

From the SIMS — from our SIMS database. 

And do you know when you got those? 

I don't recall, but the date run is on the top of 
the report. 

This would have been after the investigation had 
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taken place, or had it — after you were engaged 
in the investigation with Staff Sergeant Lyons. 
After the investigation of the death of Neil 
Stonechild had commenced, that would be safe to 
say. 

And on October 21 st of 1990 you testified 
yesterday that you issued Neil Stonechild a 
summary offence ticket for, what was it, section 
17.1, and you went on in any event. 

Fail to hold operator's license, that's correct. 
And in your notes on that, what you've been good 
enough to supply through your counsel, you 
indicate that you dealt with all three boys? 

All three of which boys? 

Well, I don't know. I'm just going by your -- by 
your notes and by your testimony. In your notes 
you indicated that you dealt with all three boys. 
No, I dealt with three boys. 

And they would be? 

Neil Stonechild, David Misener, and another 
individual who I don't recall his name. 

And on August the 4 th of 1991 you have notes, 
again that you were good enough to supply through 
your counsel. You testified that — that that was 
an incident in relation to Jake, but as I look at 
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1 your notes it says Neil. 

2 A Yes. Neil is crossed out and Jake is put in 

3 there. 

4 Q But there's no reference to Jake until the next 

5 page at page 34? 

6 A Correct. 

7 Q And Neil clearly was already deceased? 

8 A Yes, that's correct. 

9 Q And you knew he was deceased? 

10 A I believe so, yes. 

11 Q Well, you heard the dispatch call, did you not? 

12 A Yes. Pardon me? 

13 Q You heard the dispatch call, I believe you 

14 testified, to the discovery of Neil Stonechild's 

15 body. 

16 A No, I did not. 

17 Q Is there any explanation that you can provide us 

18 as to why you wrote Neil's name in on August the 

19 4 th of 1991? 

20 A I mistook him. 

21 Q Did you not just testify a moment ago that you 

22 knew Neil was dead? 

23 A Correct. 

24 Q So what do you think happened? 

25 A I mistook his name. 
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When you were dealing with Jake at that point in 
time do you recall him raising with you the 
family's concern about the lousy investigation 
that had taken place in connection with his 
brother's death? 

No. 

Are you saying it didn't happen or he didn't raise 
it with you? 

I'm saying that if he raised it with me I would 
recall it. 

You might even have made a note about it — 

Yes, I might have. 

— even though you don't note everything? 

That's correct. 

All right. But on November the 24 th your 
testimony was that you were looking for Neil 
Stonechild. 

1990, correct. 

November 24 th , 1990. 

Correct. 

And as I understood your testimony — or as I 
understood other testimony, let me — let me just 
be clear here, we've had other witnesses who've 
indicated that they were approached by officers 
through the electronic tracking means that goes 
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back to you, sir, that you had asked this 
individual, namely Mr. Bruce Genaille, 
notwithstanding you knew Neil Stonechild— 

M' hm. 

— whether he was Neil Stonechild? 

Correct. 

Why do you think that would be? 

X don't know. 

Well, let me put to you some possibilities, either 
you didn't know Neil Stonechild as well as you're 
making out that you did, or you thought Bruce 
Genaille was Neil Stonechild, because clearly you 
were looking for Neil. 

Correct, or it was dark at the time. 

Oh, it was dark at the time. Okay. 

Yes, I believe it was at nighttime. 

So you wouldn't know Neil Stonechild at night? 
Under dim light or from the —«> from the back, no. 
Okay. Is it your practice to talk to people that 
you're interrogating about their identity to speak 
to them from the back? 

No, but as I approach them. 

I'm assuming you'd be face to face with them? 

Yes, I would, yeah, you bet. But as I approached, 
the person may be facing away from me. 
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But you can't tell us today whether that was the 
case or not? 

That's correct. 

All right. You apparently knew one Eddie Rushton. 
I believe I knew the name. I don't know -- I 
don't believe I've ever dealt with Eddie Rushton. 
You know him to be deceased now? 

Yes, that's correct. 

You've just confirmed for us that you do not know 
a Tracy — Tracy Horse, Tracy Lee Horse? 

Yes. I have no recollection of that individual. 

So you'd agree with me that any reference to a 
Tracy Horse, and in particular a Tracy Lee Horse, 
would have to come from somebody who gave you 
that. 

Correct. 

All right. And the date of birth that was 
provided along with the name Tracy Lee Horse, that 
would come from probably that individual? 

Likely an individual on a street check, yes. 

You wouldn't make that kind of stuff up. 

No, of course not. 

And if I suggest to you that it was Brad Senger 
who did the CPIC on Tracy Lee Horse, you can't 
agree or disagree except for the electronic 
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tracking device, the stamp. 

That's correct. 

And if you agree with me, that it was Constable 
Senger that made that query, might it be assumed 
from that that you were probably the driver? 

Yes, that is — that is a possibility. 

It's a safe assumption? 

Yes, it is. 

Well, the other possibility is you're driving — 
or he's driving and he's making the query. 

Correct. 

So that can happen? 

Yes. 

All right. You've told us, sir, that the query we 
now know to be 2359, of Neil Stonechild, and that 
there was no date of birth associated with that 
query, you take from that that that individual 
queried wasn't there to provide his name? 

That is correct. 

And another possibility is that he wouldn't give 
you his name? 

If he didn't give his name we wouldn't have 
anybody to query. 

He wouldn't give you his birth date, pardon me. 
That's a possibility, yes. 
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And you've probably had occasions when you've 
taken people in — detained people, street checks 
or whatever -- 
M' hm. 

— that they might be less than cooperative with 
you? 

Yes. 

And they might not even give you their names? 
Correct. 

All right. So certainly it's not a big stretch to 
say they might not give you their birth dates 
either? 

Correct. 

And if I suggested to you that was the case that 
night, you can't agree or disagree with that, can 
you, because you have no independent recollection 
of that? 

That's correct. 

See, I guess what I -- what I'm also troubled 
about that whole thing is — is you claim to know 
Neil Stonechild pretty well up to that point. 

I've claimed to have dealt with him several times. 
Yeah. Well, I mean, you've told us all here that 
you knew his family and, you know, that he was — 
these are Sergeant Lyons' words, but attributed to 
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1 


you nonetheless. 

2 

A 

Correct. 

3 

Q 

That he was a good kid, you know, maybe had, I 

4 


think you testified, some criminal history, that 

5 


sort of thing. 

6 

A 

Correct. 

7 

Q 

So you wouldn't really have needed his age in 

8 


order to query him. 

9 

A 

Not necessarily. We'd query him — 

10 

Q 

Yeah. 

11 

A 

— first on SIMS getting his date of birth but 

12 


then we would query his date of birth. 

13 

Q 

Sure, but you can take a look at him and say, you 

14 


know, this — this kid looks to me like he's about 

15 


18 and it's easy enough to do that if he won't 

16 


give you his name. 

17 

A 

But then we would find out his name and then we 

18 


would record the — the hit on CPIC and we would 

19 


have arrested him for UAL. 

20 

Q 

Would have? 

21 

A 

Yes. 

22 

Q 

And was — 

23 

A 

If that happened. 

24 

Q 

And was there a warrant? 

25 

A 

Apparently so. I don't have any recollection of 
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2 Q 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 A 

8 

9 Q 

10 
11 
12 

13 A 

14 

15 

16 

17 Q 

18 

19 

20 

21 A 

22 MR. FOX: 

23 

24 

25 


that. 

Well, you looked at some documents yesterday, and 
just if you can recall in reviewing those 
documents was there a warrant on Neil Stonechild 
at — just let me finish, 2359 of November 25 th — 
pardon me, November 24 th , 1990? 

I've seen no independent documents stating that 
Neil Stonechild was UAL at the time. 

If that was the case then you wouldn't necessarily 
have taken him out, would you? You wouldn't 
necessarily have -- have taken him into your 
custody. You wouldn't have arrested him? 

If there was a warrant for Neil Stonechild at the 
time and if we discovered Neil Stonechild, we 
would have arrested him and taken him in on the 
warrants. 

Okay. Well, and again, I ask you this. In 
looking at and examining the documents that you 
did yesterday, do you recall seeing something that 
said there was a warrant for him? 

No, I do not. 

Mr. Commissioner, If he wants to 
ask about the document that he examined really, in 
fairness, he should place the document in front of 
the witness. 
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MR. WORME: Well, Mr. Commissioner, it wasn't 

that long ago that he's had a chance to review it 
and I'm — I'm trying to be mindful of our time 
constraints here. 

THE COMMISSIONER: I thought the evidence was that 

there was a warrant? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, that's apparently true, but I 

did not see any documents confirming that, not to 
my recollection. 

MR. WORME: That's all I was asking, Mr. 

Commissioner. Thank you for that. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Do you expect to be much longer? 

MR. WORME: I do actually. 

THE COMMISSIONER: We'll adjourn then. 

(PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 12:29 P.M. AND RECONVENED AT 2:11 

P .M. ) 

THE COMMISSIONER: Continue. 

MR. WORME: Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. 

Q Constable Hartwig, I just want to — so I'm sure 
that I understand these times I want to deal 
directly with the various dispatch times that you 
have testified to that you have observed certain 
documents that detail those dispatch times. So I 
just want to take a moment and review some of 
those with you. 
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Will you be — 

With respect — 

Will you be referring to those documents? 

Well I -- we can certainly refer to documents — 
Okay. 

— but I don't necessarily have those at my hand, 
but I can -- 

Okay. 

— just take you through what I think you've 
already agreed on and you'll tell me if you 
maintain your agreement or if you have — 

M' hm. 

— some change since then? 

M' hm. 

All right. With respect to the Snowberry Downs 
dispatch on the 28th of November 1990. The 
report, as I understand, came in at 2349, and you 
may or may not be aware of that? 

I'm not aware of a dispatch call to Snowberry 
Downs on November -- 

The report — the report personally — 

— 28th as you referred to, sir. 

All right. That the dispatch was, in fact, at 
2351 and I think you agreed that you had indicated 
on your MDT that you were en route at 2351? 
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1 A That was on the 24th, sir. 

2 Q Pardon me, 24th of November 1990. You attended at 

3 2356 and, as I understand, indicated clear at 

4 0017, some 21 minutes after your attendance? 

5 A Correct. 

6 THE COMMISSIONER: Hasn't he been over this a number 

7 of times? 

8 MR. WORME: He has been. That's as far as I'm 

9 going with that. 

10 Q I've noted, in so far as your next attendance — 

11 this is on P-37 incidentally. I don't know if you 

12 have that? 

13 A No, I — that's why I was asking if you were 

14 referring to documents. 

15 Q Your dispatch there was 2356, is that right? 

16 A No, that's the time reported to the Saskatoon 

17 Police Service. 

18 Q Then the dispatch was some 20 minutes later, at 

19 0018? 

20 A Zero zero one eight was the dispatch time, that's 

21 correct. 

22 Q And that would be, well, the next minute after you 

23 had cleared from the Snowberry Downs report? 

24 A Yes, apparently so — 

25 Q And at 0024 you indicate that you had arrived then 
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1 


at that next dispatch? 

2 

A 

Correct. 

3 

Q 

And the address there is, if you can recall or 

4 


does it appear on there? 

5 

A 

118 O'Regan Crescent. 

6 

Q 

Right. You cleared there some three minutes 

7 


later? 

8 

A 

Yes, it appears so. 

9 

Q 

So from the time that that was dispatched at 0018 

10 


to your arrival time at 0024? 

11 

A 

Correct. 

12 

Q 

Six minutes? 

13 

A 

Apparently so, yes. 

14 

Q 

And how far away is that from Snowberry Downs? 

15 

A 

As the crow flies, I think about three or four 

16 


blocks . 

17 

Q 

How about as a car drives? 

18 

A 

Well you'd have to go eastbound on 33rd, 

19 


northbound Wedge, northeast bound on, I believe. 

20 


George Road, then to — I can't remember the name 

21 


of the other street, but then O'Regan's off that 

22 


street that I can't — 

23 

Q 

How long a drive? 

24 

A 

Six blocks, seven blocks. 

25 

Q 

A minute? 
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Yeah, approximately that. 

All right. So you'll agree with me that there's 
about five minutes there that's unaccounted for? 
Yes, apparently so. 

All right. And then you cleared that one at 0027? 
That's what it says, yes. 

And three minutes after that you do a CPIC check 
on Trent Ewart, or your partner evidently did? 
Apparently so, yes. 

And can you tell me, sir, whether there's anything 
in your notes with respect to the outcome of that 
particular attendance? 

What attendance is that, sir? 

Sorry? 

What attendance is that? 

118 O'Regan Crescent? I think that's what we were 
just talking about. 

Right. I don't have my notes before me at the 
moment. Thank you. 

Can you tell, sir, from looking at your notes that 
you would have made at the time, whether or not 
there is any indication as to the outcome of that 
particular dispatch? 

No. 

There's no GOA on there or no indication 
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whatsoever — 

Actually, on the Simms printout, yes, it is 
founded — or, report left: no, founded: no, GOA. 
All right. Not in your notebook? 

That's correct. 

And I think you've indicated you don't always make 
some notes there anyway? 

Correct. 

You depend on the electronic record? 

Yes, sometimes I do, yes. 

Speaking of records. Staff Sergeant Lyons in his 
interview of you, or interrogation — by the way, 
what's your distinction of that? I believe you 
called it an interrogation. 

When did I call it an interrogation? 

In yesterday's examination-in-chief with your 
counsel? 

An interview is when you are soliciting 
information from a cooperative person. 
Interrogation is generally used for soliciting 
information from an uncooperative person. 

And given your use of the word "interrogation" I 
gather you were not being cooperative with Staff 
Sergeant Lyons; is that what we gather from that? 
Quite the opposite. 
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A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 


A 

Q 


MR. FOX: 


you chose to regard it as an interrogation, 
notwithstanding your definition of that word? 
Correct. 

All right. Staff Sergeant Lyons, nonetheless, 
attributes to you the comment that you heard the 
call to Neil Stonechild's death dispatched? He 
attributes that to you in his notes. 

Apparently so. 

And you had indicated yesterday that you didn't 
hear that at all? 

That's correct. 

In fact, at page 7812 your first indication is 
that you spoke to Constable Lagimodiere in 2000 or 
perhaps later? 

Correct. 

And the explanation for that apparent 
contradiction is that Staff Sergeant Lyons is 
lying? 

Or he's mistaken. 

Okay. And — 

Again, he's being cross-examined on 
something, first of all, that hasn't been placed 
in front of him, and being cross-examined on notes 
someone else had made. I mean again, I'm looking 
at Sergeant Lyons' report of that meeting and he's 
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got in there initially, "Never heard the call of 
him being found," then later on he has the 
discussion about Rene Lagimodiere and "heard the 
call to his death." That's the contradiction that 
appears in Sergeant Lyons' notes. So if this was 
this witness's statement and there's a 
contradiction between what he said then and what 
he said now, clearly that's fertile ground for 
cross-examination and should be pursued. But he's 
being asked about someone else's notes, which in 
and of themselves appear to contain some sort of 
cross-examination. So if he's — if it's going to 
be pursued, I think at the very least he's got to 
be given a copy of the document that's being 
referred to and the opportunity to look at it. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Would you like to see the document? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I would like to see any 

document that's referred to. My Lord, as I would 
like to give as accurate a testimony as possible. 

Q MR. WORME: So was that your explanation, what 

he just said? 

A No, that was my response to Justice Wright. 

Q So -- I'll get you to hang onto that. 

A Thank you. 

MR. WORME: This is what's been marked as 185. 
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My document is slightly different, Mr. 
Commissioner, but the comments that I am referring 
this witness to are very much one and the same. 

Let me just take you then to that portion, if I 
may, witness. It says, "When Sergeant Lyons 
started on Stonechild Hartwig spoke noticeably 
faster and spoke without prompts for the most 
part." Are you with me there? 

You're talking about P-185? 

Yes, it is. And it continues. "Hartwig was 
clearly more anxious than when speaking about the 
other two deaths." 

I don't see what you're referring to here. 

Mr. Commissioner, what my learned 
friend is referring to is — 

THE COMMISSIONER: Just a moment, Mr. Fox. 

MR. FOX: Oh, sorry. 

THE COMMISSIONER: The difficulty with this is that 

it's one thing, Mr. Worme, to ask him a question 
with respect to a statement attributed to him in 
the witness statement, but when we get into the 
area of Lyons' observations with respect to what 
Constable Hartwig or anybody else did, we're 
really outside the scope of the statement. The 
comments about appearance may be helpful to Lyons 
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and his colleagues in deciding what form their 
report should take, but they constitute, even by 
an experienced police officer, a very subjective 
assessment. And we have no idea what the 
environment was, what the examinee or any other 
examinee was feeling. And the trouble with all of 
this is that these are simply, and I don't 
depreciate it, but these are simply accounts made 
by Lyons and Wagner and the others about their 
interviews and discussions and they don't 
constitute evidence of anything. 

Now I've heard this witness say 
that with respect to some of these reported items, 
in any event, that the interviewer was mistaken or 
that he didn't accurately categorize what 
happened. And the difficulty with that is that 
you can't very well cross-examine this person 
about the accuracy or inaccuracy of somebody 
else's account of what happened, because you're 
driven finally to the impossible position of 
saying well this is what's in the report and you 
have to someone establish that it's not an 
accurate accounting of it, and that's not 
appropriate. 

I have an ongoing worry about 
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questions being asked with respect, in effect, 
witnesses being asked to comment on the 
interviewer's report about what happened. And if 
there's anything really significant flows from 
this and a dispute of any importance, then the 
short answer would be to call the interviewer, 
who'd be given an opportunity to say, I don't 
think I did accurately reflect that response, or, 
that's absolutely what Constable Hartwig told me, 
flat out, and no matter what he says, that is an 
accurate account of the interview. 

But this sort of displaced 
examination really doesn't take us anywhere. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. My Lord. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well don't thank me too soon, 

because — 


MR. WORME: That was him, not me. 

THE WITNESS: Yeah. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well undoubtedly you'll thank me 

too in the long run, Mr. Worme, but — 

MR. WORME: All I was doing — 

THE COMMISSIONER: No, I appreciate your diligence in 

this, but I'm only saying that this is a very, 
very grey area and I don't know how much I can 
rely on this or extract from this when my function 
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is get the facts and try and make a measured and 
appropriate response to those facts, and not be 
troubled by the peripheral events that were going 
on, including the interview. So I'd suggest you 
move on to something else. 

MR. WORME: And thank you for those 

observations, Mr. Commissioner. And such that it 
might bring both the Commission and, of course, my 
friend Mr. Fox, some comfort, the reason that I 
was indicating to this witness, read, in effect, 
what it was that Sergeant Lyons had written was 
simply to try to get him to focus on the same area 
that I'm looking at. I don't read that into the 
record for the purposes of trying to establish it, 
I think it's quite appropriate that if I was to do 
so, that I would make an application to have Staff 
Sergeant Lyons brought here to speak to that. 

That isn't the purpose, it's simply to get him to 
bring his attention to that area. There is one 
thing in there that is attributed to him that I 
wish to put to him and he can either agree or not 
agree with it. And I'll leave it at that, that's 
my only point. 

THE COMMISSIONER: But it — but it's not helpful to 

me to have to keep on evaluating and passing on 
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the importance of any of the interview process or 
what was extracted as a result of it. That 
doesn't, with respect, take me anywhere. Now I 
concede that there may be individual statements 
that are so categorical, unequivocal that one is 
tempted to say, in your interview with Lyons did 
you make this statement? But beyond that — 
anyway, I've usurped your -- 

MR. FOX: No, I — all I was going to point 

out, and what the witness has in front of him — 
there's actually three different documents that 
were generated by Sergeant Lyons. What the 
witness has in front of him is the witness summary 
that was generated by Sergeant Lyons. There's a 
second document entitled — and I'm looking down 
at Mr. Worme's copy of it and I apologize for 
that, but it's the Task — 

MR. WORME: No, help yourself. 

MR. FOX: — the Task Action Report. What he 

was quoting from there appears in the Task Action 
Report but doesn't appear in the witness summary 
that is in front of the witness. Now that's the 
second document. There's also the actual 
handwritten notes, and Ms. Knox has been kind 
enough to give me a copy of that. And these are 
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all in the disclosure. But what I'm getting at is 
that when he's reading something from the Task 
Action Report to this witness, that witness 
doesn't have that document in front of him and it 
just further complicates the matter in terms of 
him commenting on it. 

THE COMMISSIONER: But, Mr. Fox, it's a bit like my 

writing a ruling with respect to the admission of 
evidence or some procedural step to be taken and 
then having somebody cross-examine counsel who 
made the application as to why I would do this, 
and doesn't this demonstrate clearly that Judge 
Wright thought this or thought that or thought 
something else. And that kind of displaced or 
distance kind of critiquing really doesn't resolve 
anything and it doesn't — doesn't produce 
evidence. It just produces speculation, and 
speculation is not necessarily founded on any 
substantial criteria, and I'm not interested in 
that. 

I'm not depreciating the value of 
the interviews that were carried out by the RCMP 
or the fact that they provided reports and they 
were very detailed and they commented on a lot of 
things. But in the final analysis I'm not going 
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to decide this on the basis of what the RCMP 
reports say. I'm not. It's not evidence. That 
clear to everybody? 

FOX: Very good. 

WORME: It appears to be clear. 

Q There's a statement attributed to you that you 
heard the call to his death and I'm assuming 
that's the death of Neil Stonechild? 

A Yes, but that's not what I said. 

Q All right. And the only reason that you knew Rene 

Lagimodiere was there is from him, from your 
discussion with Constable Lagimodiere in 2000, is 
that your evidence? 

A Correct. 

Q You had testified that you only knew Sergeant 

Jarvis once he testified before this Commission or 

Inquiry? 

A Yes, I did not — well I didn't recognize him or 
put the face to the name until I saw him again. 

Q Okay. So it wasn't that you didn't know him, it 
was that you didn't recognize him? 

A Yeah, I couldn't put the face to the name. 

Q All right. And you know that he testified that he 

requested of you and Constable Senger either a 
face to face meeting — 
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M' hm. 

— or by Jet Set — and let me just ask you this 
first. Back in 1990 when he was conducting his 
investigation into the death of Neil Stonechild 
did Sergeant Jarvis approach you and/or Constable 
Senger to ask you why the trail would appear to 
end with you in so far as what happened to Neil 
Stonechild? 

Well first of all, I do not recall Sergeant Jarvis 
ever contacting me in regards to this, and I 
cannot state if he ever contacted Constable Senger 
in regards to this. 

Well we know that you talked to Constable Senger. 
That isn't one of the things that you talked to 
him about? 

No, that's correct. 

You talked to him once you knew that the RCMP were 
investigating you? 

Correct. 

So you never had any occasion to talk to him 
about, "Geez, you know, what — what was it that 
Sergeant Jarvis wanted from us so long ago?" 

I don't think Sergeant Jarvis ever came up between 
our conversation. 

All right. Did you ever get a Jet Set from 
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Sergeant Jarvis explaining why the trail seemed to 
end with you, again in respect to whatever 
happened to Neil Stonechild? 

A I don't recall. 

Q That's something you would recall? 

THE COMMISSIONER: Excuse me, Mr. Worme. the 

difficulty with presenting a question like that in 
a very judgmental sort of way — 

THE WITNESS: M'hm. 

THE COMMISSIONER: — is it precludes a direct answer 

to essentially an open question. And from my 
part, with all due respect, I'd just as soon you 
pose the question to the constable, "Did you ever 
receive any oral or written communication from 
Sergeant Jarvis asking for information about Neil 
Stonechild's case?" 

MR. WORME: That's my question. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well let's — if we can keep it 

more open-ended? And the answer to that I would 
certainly like to hear. 

THE WITNESS: No, not that I recall. 

MR. WORME: You see, Mr. Commissioner, that's 

the problem with asking those kinds of questions, 
is that you get those kinds of answers, which are 
hardly definitive and hardly of any assistance to 
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bring this Commission to a conclusion, and 
certainly difficult for my client to sit there and 
listen to and accept that. 

THE COMMISSIONER: There's nothing wrong with the 

question, Mr. Worme, but let me take a moment to 
just review this with you. It's a bit like the 
question, "Do you still beat your wife?" And when 
you ask the witness, did you receive a communique 
from Sergeant Jarvis asking — asking you about 
whether -- or, how you can — can you explain why 
the trail ended with you? Inherent in that 
question is the judgment or an implication that 
somehow the recipient — that the trail ended with 
the recipient, the inference being that he, in 
some way, contributed to the end of the trail, if 
I may put it that way. I'm not quarrelling with 
your question, I'm quarrelling with the 
characterization or the wording of the question 
that suggests some sort of ulterior motive. You 
really want information, you want him to tell you 
did he hear anything from Jarvis or not about Mr. 
Stonechild. So the question is fine, as long as 
it's more direct. 

MR. WORME: Well could I ask if maybe Sergeant 

Jarvis — I guess he must have been mistaken. 


Volume 41 





8018 


Exam L. Hartwig 
by Mr. Worme 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


because that — with all due respect, Mr. 
Commissioner, that was my recollection of Sergeant 
Jarvis' testimony, that at the end of the day — 
and he was adamant on this point. He was asked 
repeatedly what he did in relation to these two 
individuals and he was adamant that he had sent 
them a Jet Set or had a face-to-face meeting with 
them and asked them for a response. Whatever that 
response was, he was satisfied with it. I want to 
know — the next question is what response did he 
give him. But I guess, given that he doesn't 
recall any question being put to him by Sergeant 
Jarvis, whether face-to-face or by Jet Set, and 
again, his — his answer was, "Not that I can 
recall." So I guess that really precludes asking 
the second question. 

THE COMMISSIONER: But when I've heard from Senger 

I'll have to make up my own mind as to which 
account is more reliable. 

MR. WORME: Thank you. 

Q And just along those same lines, officer, did 

Ernie Louttit ask you what response, if any, you 
gave to Sergeant Jarvis, given his review of the 
file? 
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I want you to turn to the document in front of you 
that appears to be a transcript of a taped 
interview from May 18th, 2000 between yourself and 
Sergeant Ken Lyons, Corporal Nick Hartle of the 
RCMP ? 

I have it. 

You've indicated to us yesterday that you were 
given your right to counsel on that, so that is, 
in fact, a warned statement? 

That's correct. 

And you were given the standard police warning, 
that you need not say anything, you need nothing 
— that you need — 

That was the gist of it, yes. 

You have nothing to hope from any promise of 
favour, nothing to fear from any threat, whether 
or not you say anything? 

Where do you see those words? 

Let's go to the bottom of page 1? 

Right. 

Okay. And he tells you at that point, at the top 
of page 2, if you go down about 15 lines, "You 
know we're looking at the death of Neil 
Stonechild?" 

Correct. 
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So you were told at that point they were looking 
at the death of Neil Stonechild? 

Correct. 

Not before that? 

No. He was telling me that I was now a suspect in 
the death of Neil Stonechild. 

And I suggest to you that that didn't come up 
until page 7? 

That's correct. It came out in the interview, you 
bet. 

But it wasn't right at that point? 

No. 

He told you they were looking into the death of 
Neil Stonechild? 

Correct. 

And at page 7, and this is what your counsel 
brought to your attention, Mr. Lyons, as you 
called him -- his apology to you, that he prides 
himself on being a stand up guy, a straight up 
guy, that he — well I guess he wasn't, was he? 

In this particular case, no. 

But he put it to you fairly at that point in time, 
and following that, did he not, exactly what it 
was that you were implicated in — 

Correct. 
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— according to him? 

That's the reason for the caution, yes. 

Now I'm not going to read into the record, but at 
that point in time your language changed 
considerably. You began to use a lot of 
expletives? 

M'hrri. 

Correct? 

Correct. 

In fact, peppered right throughout is — I think 
the term is profanity laced. You'd agree with 
that? 

That would be accurate, yes. 

And at some point in time Officer Lyons left the 
room? 

Correct. 

At your insistence? 

No. 

At his? He was going out to do something, what 
was it? 

I don't recall. I don't know the reasons for him 
leaving the room. 

And you were told by Officer Hartle that Ken is a 
straight up guy? 

That's what Corporal Lyons told me — or sorry. 
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Corporal Hartle told me, yes. 

Did you believe him? 

I don't know. I reserve judgment. 

All right. If I can draw your attention to page 
22. I don't know if that's numbered, I sure hope 
it is. Page 22? 

Twenty-two? Yes, it is numbered. 

If I can draw your attention to your third 
response. In answer to Corporal Hartle's 
question, "What does this mean" -- "What does this 
...what does this mean?" And your answer -- 
"G-O-A." 

— "G-O-A" — 

Gone on arrival. 

Yeah. So I wonder if you would just finish 
reading the balance of that, 

"So...[sigh]...but the only thing is..." — 
expletive -- "The" — 

Come on, read it? It says, "fuck." 

Okay. 

Yeah. Go ahead? 

"The only thing is... this Tra...ah...this person 
who claimed to be Tracey Horse. He said I CPIC'd 
Tracey Horse, CPIC'd Genaille, Bruce and CPIC'd 
Neil Stonechild, in between [tapping noise]. So 
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this and this is — and this must all be related, 
[tapping noise]." 

So that's what you were told at that point, right? 
You told us this morning at some point during your 
testimony that the only reason you believe you had 
Neil Stonechild in your custody is because 
Constable Lyons told you that you had CPIC'd Bruce 
Genaille, who was masquerading as — or Neil 
Stonechild who was masquerading as Bruce Genaille? 
Yes. 

Isn't that what you told us? 

Yes. 

Well that doesn't fit with that, does it? 

Read the whole transcript, sir. 

And your very next comment, "Shit! And I pride 
myself on my frickin' memory," right? 

Correct. 

You still pride yourself on your memory? 

Yes, I do. 

You had characterized the allegations that the SPS 
might be involved in the death of Neil Stonechild 
as "absurd," I think was your word? 

I believe so, yes. 

I gather you hold that same view with respect to 
Mr. Wegner and Mr. Naistus's demise? 
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I have no comment in there -- I have no evidence 
in that regard and I wasn't privy to any of the 
evidence that was produced. 

What about Mr. Night? 

Again, I have no evidence in regards to that case. 
Well what about the conviction of your former 
partner? 

Yes. Again, I wasn't privy to the evidence, sir. 
Okay. Incidentally, you'd indicated that your 
former partner was seconded to project — what was 
it? 

Operation Combo. 

And what was that? 

That was looking into break and enters in the 
city, I believe. 

You told Staff Sergeant Lyons that you weren't 
surprised that Neil Stonechild was dead, that he 
had a lot of enemies, is that — 

I don't recall saying — 

— correct? 

-- he had a lot of enemies, but I did say 
something to that effect, yes. 

But is it — he had enemies such that they would 
kill him? 

No, I did not say that. 
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Okay. But you said something to the effect that 
you weren't surprised he's dead? 

Something to that effect, yes. 

Were you surprised that he died in the fashion 
that he did, apparently abandoned to a lonely, 
freezing death? Did that surprise you? 

The circumstances did, yes. 

You had indicated earlier that you had spoken to 
Constable Senger following your meetings with 
Sergeant Lyons? 

That is correct. 

And I put it to you that you told him to recall 
certain things? 

No, I did not. 

You told him, "We let him go. You must remember 
that." 

No, sir, I did not. 

You deny that? 

Yes, absolutely, unequivocally. 

You talked about the complaints and the complaints 
process. Was it your testimony, sir, that in 1990 
that the complaint or the taking of complaints and 
dealing with complaints about SPS activity or 
conduct was changed in 1990? 

I am not privy to that, but I believe the new 
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Police Act was proclaimed in 1990 and it's my 
understanding that as a result of that all 
complaints against any police officer must be 
taken in the prescribed form. That is my 
understanding. 

And you told Staff Sergeant Lyons that you would 
have expected somebody who had attended at the 
front desk with a complaint would have simply been 
dismissed. 

No, I did not say that. 

You said, "Frivolous and vexatious complaints were 
often dismissed." Does — 

No, I did not say the word "often", sir. 

— that help? Well, it's in your testimony from 
yesterday. I read it. 

Right. 

And what was that in relation to then? 

Complaints — complaints to the front desk of the 
police station, people are referred to the staff 
sergeant, and prior to the drafting of the Public 
Complaints Division any frivolous or vexatious 
complaint may be turned away from the front desk. 
It's a possibility. 

All right. You've indicated to us earlier today 
that you wished you had more in-service training? 
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Sure. 

All right. Do you know, sir, to your knowledge 
since the events of 2000 and, in particular, the 
conviction of Hatchen and Munson, and the 
investigation that was undertaken by Project 
Ferric, are there any and has there, to your 
knowledge, been any in-service training on proper 
procedures in effecting arrests, in ensuring 
detention, in transporting persons detained by 
Saskatoon Police Service are properly transferred 
to the Saskatoon Police Service Detention Centre? 
Yes, there's been a number of policy changes in 
regards to that, yes. 

And has there been in-service training on that? 
What do you mean by "in-service training"? 

Well, I mean does somebody come in and talk to the 
officers about that, in particular, since it seems 
to be problematic, and talk to the officers, 
whether on parade or otherwise, that this is the 
way you should be doing things? 

I'm sorry, sir, what seems to be problematic? 

Well, let me just go back again since it seems we 
must. Would you agree with me, sir, that the 
allegations of Mr. Night have been problematic for 
the Saskatoon City Police Service? 


Volume 41 






8028 


Exam L. Hartwig 
by Mr. Worme 


Yes, it has. 

That the convictions of Hatchen and Munson, which 
bore out the allegations of Mr. Night, have been 
problematic? 

Yes, they have. 

And it has resulted — it has resulted in their 
dismissal from the force. 

Yes, it has. 

That the Attorney General of this province was 
obliged to call a special investigation into other 
rather unseemly deaths and there have been 
allegations of Saskatoon Police Service 
involvement in that. 

Right, allegations. 

And that has been problematic. 

Yes, that has. 

All right. Now, in relation to those problems 
has there been specific training, whether on 
parade or otherwise, at the Saskatoon Police 
Service, to your knowledge? 

No, other than the policy changes. 

And yesterday I'd given you the opportunity just 
with respect to this characterization of being 
raped, and I've got to tell you, it's been really 
troubling me. And I asked you yesterday that if 
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you recognized just how offensive that that could 
be taken by someone. 

A Correct. 

Q You chose, nonetheless, to maintain that 

characterization. 

A Correct. 

Q And would you agree with me, sir, that with the 

exception of perhaps two officers, virtually every 
officer that testified before this inquiry did not 
seem, at least in my observation and perhaps to 
others, to be unduly concerned with the death of 
Neil Stonechild, the finding of this boy out in a 
remote area, and that's certainly the sense that I 
get from you. 

A That? 

Q That you don't have a whole lot of concern about 

that. 

A I have very much concern, sir. 

Q I mean the rightful indignation that I seen 

yesterday, it seemed to me that the only thing you 
were concerned about was the alleged rape of 
Lawrence Hartwig. 

A Not at all. 

MR. WORME: I have no further questions. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Now, other questions? 
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MS. KNOX: 

THE COMMISSIONER: 
MS. KNOX: 

THE COMMISSIONER: 


Mr. Winegarden might. 

Pardon? 

Mr. Winegarden. 

Very well. Mr. Winegarden, I would 


respectfully suggest that you not recover the same 
ground we've been over several times unless 
there's some element of a question or an answer 
that you think needs readdressing. 

MR. WINEGARDEN: Mr. Worme covered the ground very 

thoroughly, Mr. Commissioner, I don't intend to go 
into a lot of great detail, however, there are 
some points that I do believe need to be 
addressed, and I would like him to make those 
points. 

THE WITNESS: Mr. Wingarden, before I start, 

you're a very soft-spoken man and I'd appreciate 
it if you could step up to the mic, please, I'm 
having a little trouble hearing you. 

MR. WINGARDEN: Sure, I can try that. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

MR. WINEGARDEN, examining: 

Q Well, you know who I am and I just have a few 
questions for you, so we'll just proceed from 
here. So yesterday during cross-examination — or 
actually during examination-in-chief by my learned 
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friend, Mr. Fox, you made some comments about the 
Stonechild family. 

Correct. 

You called them by their first names. You knew 
those people fairly well, did you? 

I believe so, yes, sir. 

To call them by their first names? 

Yes. I generally call people by their first name, 
sir. 

So then you'd know Neil then? 

I would — I would believe so I would, yes. 

You'd have recognized him if you saw him? 

I believe so, yes. 

Well enough so that you'd know his name, whether 
he was co-operative or not? 

Pardon me? 

Well enough so that you would know his name, 
whether he was co-operative with you or not? 

Yes, I believe so. 

There was another comment you made yesterday about 
the Correctional Centre, you know, the suggestion 
that Neil was walking off to the north to the 
Correctional Centre. You said that that was 
extremely unlikely, is that right? 

I believe so, yes. 
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Okay. It was unlikely that he would — 

Pardon me? I was not privy to some of the 
information, though, that was uncovered, as it 
were, by Sergeant Jarvis. I wasn't privy to that 
information at the time. 

Okay. But from your perspective, I guess, you 
know, just thinking in terms of what you know, you 
think that's unlikely? 

Yes. 

Because you say you know Neil fairly well. 

Well, I seemed to, yes. 

Right, and you say that it's unlikely that he 
would walk all that way. 

Walk to the Correctional Centre to turn himself 
in, yes. 

Right. Well, with one shoe off and it was 28 
below according to your notes. That's right, is 
it? 

Yes. 

So that's a long walk with no shoe on to turn 
himself in. 

Well, that's assuming that he wasn't suffering the 
ill-effects of hypothermia. 

Right. And you're familiar with those ill- 
effects, are you, fairly well? 
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A Yes, I am. 

Q As an expert? 

A No. 

Q Okay. And do people walk long distances when 

they're feeling the ill-effects of hypothermia, or 
do they tend to walk in circles, in a small area? 

A Both. 

Q Both? 

MR. WINEGARDEN: Well, I disagree that he should be 

qualified as an expert in that regard, Mr. 
Commissioner. 

THE COMMISSIONER: You're busy qualifying him, though. 

I'm not sure I understand this. I understand the 
point, Mr. Winegarden. 

MR. WINEGARDEN: Right, yeah. 

Q MR. WINEGARDEN: But you said it's extremely 

unlikely that he was to walk that distance to turn 

himself in to the Correctional Centre. Do you 
think it's equally unlikely that he was walking up 
there to try and find a drink? 

A Yes, that would probably be a safe bet. 

Q Okay. And there's just a couple of points I 

wanted to make with regard to the evening of the 
24th of November, 1990, and, in particular, around 
the time of midnight, the times in question. Now, 
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you attended to a call and that was on O'Regan 
Crescent. That's right, is it? 

Yes, I believe so, 118 O'Regan Crescent, if I'm 
not mistaken. 

You said as the crow flies that's three or four 
blocks. 

Yes. 

But that's — that's really the next crescent over 
from Wedge Road, isn't it? 

Yes, but you have to go — 

You have to go around a ways. 

— north of Wedge Road and George Road and I can't 
remember the name of the third street and then on 
to O'Regan. 

Right, but it's fairly close, though, isn't it? 
Yes. 

It's not six blocks. If you were to walk through 
yards you could get there going through one block, 
couldn't you? 

Yeah, probably till you get to the 300 block, I 
suppose. 

To the 300 block, right. So as the crow flies 
maybe it's two blocks then, is that fair? 

Yes. That could be, yes. 

Okay. But you didn't talk to anybody at O'Regan 
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Crescent, did you? 

Pardon me? 

You didn't talk to anyone at O'Regan Crescent. 

I don't have a recollection of that at all. 

Okay. And no one recollects talking to you 
either. 

Pardon me? 

And I think that no one recollects talking to you 
either. 

X have no idea of that, sir. 

And then the next call that you were called into 
was the call that you referred to as Confetti's, 
is that right? 

No, sir, the next call was to 111 Wedge Road. 

Ill Wedge Road? 

Yes, sir. 

But previous to that in your notes, though, you're 
called at — it would be 1:39 to — is it Mr. 
Poison? 

No, the next call was to the 10-23 at 111 Wedge 
Road in regards to somebody damaging a truck. We 
did not attend our first dispatch to 2502 - 33rd 
Street West. We were dispatched to that call and 
were rerouted to 111 Wedge Road. After we took 
the call to 111 Wedge Road we were then re- 
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dispatched to 2502 - 33rd Street West. 

Right, but you were dispatched at 1:39 to the 
initial call and that would be to Jamie Paulson's 
attack — 

That's correct. 

— is that right? And that would be at 1:39. 

You were re-routed from that call to the call at 
Wedge Road. 

Correct. 

Okay. And where is 111 Wedge Road? 

That is immediately north of the intersection of 
Confed and Wedge — or, sorry, 33rd and Wedge. 
Confed runs northbound into 33rd. North of 33rd 
it becomes Wedge Road. 

Right. 

Correct. 

So that's the intersection where they have 
Confederation Park and 33rd and Wedge Road — 

Yes. 

— Wedge Road goes north. And so 111 Wedge Road, 
those are the apartment buildings directly behind 
Snowberry Downs. 

That is part of Snowberry Downs. 

It's part of Snowberry Downs — 

Yes, it is. 


Volume 41 



8037 


Exam L. Hartwig 
by Mr. Winegarden 


1 

Q 

— is it not? So the parking lot that you're 

2 


referring to that you went to, and that was the 

3 


call — and you have it marked in your notes as 

4 


0155, is that right? 

5 

A 

Correct. 

6 

Q 

And I've looked at Exhibit P-181B. Do you have 

7 


that there before you? 

8 

A 

No, I do not, sir. 

9 

Q 

I think it's got another identification number ; 

10 


well, I'm not sure. Is it P-37? 

11 

A 

P-37? I've got P-37. 

12 

Q 

And do you have a designation where there's a 

13 


complaint about 111 Wedge Road by Bob Johnson? 

14 

A 

Once again I don't have that exhibit, sir. 

15 

Q 

You don't have that? Perhaps I'll get that. 

16 

A 

Thank you. 

17 

Q 

And that would be at page 53 of that exhibit? 

18 

A 

That's correct. 

19 

Q 

It indicates there that you were dispatched at 

20 


1:42? 

21 

A 

Correct. 

22 

Q 

And you were en route at 1:43? 

23 

A 

Correct. 

24 

Q 

"AS", that means that you arrived at the scene? 

25 

A 

At scene, correct. 
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Q At 1:44 and that you were completed with your 
duties there at 1:48? 

A Correct. 

Q So there were — but in your notes it says 1:55, 
is that right? 

A Yes. 

Q It seems to be an inconsistency, does it not? 

A Yes, it is. 

Q So let me understand this call to 111 Wedge Road, 
"someone damaging a truck" you have in your notes. 

A Yes. 

Q And there's two officers — or two police vehicles 
that are called out? 

A Yes. 

Q And there's two people in each of those vehicles, 
is that right? 

A No. 

Q No? 

A No. 

Q Well, there's yourself and another officer in your 

vehicle 38, right? 

A Right. 

Q Is there another unit there, 061? 

A No, it's 041, sir. 

Q 041? 

Volume 41 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


8039 Exam L. Hartwig 

by Mr. Winegarden 

A I'm sorry, car 61, badge 41, which would have been 
Sergeant Petty. 

Q Oh, I see. Okay. And there's a zero on the other 
side. 

A Correct. 

Q So that means there's zero officers in the 
passenger's side. 

A Yes, he is the supervisor of the area. 

Q Okay, I see. So there's three officers there. 

A Correct. 

Q In the parking lot. 

A Or in the area. 

Q Or in the area? 

A Correct. 

Q And you all stopped there? 

A Pardon me? 

Q Did you all stop there? 

A I would assume so. 

Q And you're looking around in the parking lot? 

A Correct. 

Q At Snowberry Downs? 

A And the north parking lot, yes, where it's 
indicated on 111 Wedge Road. 

Q Right. Would that seem as a coincidence to you 

that that's the last place that Jason Roy saw Neil 
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Stonechild alive? 

A No. 

Q Well, it would to some. 

A Pardon me? 

Q It would to some. 

A Apparently so. 

Q So then you returned — after that stop you 

returned to the previous call that you received 
about Jamie Poison, is that right? 

A Correct. 

Q And you attend to his — his home, do you? 

A I don't know. Well, let's see. Yes, it appears 

to be his home. 

Q Right, there's been some talk about Confetti's, 

but you didn't go to Confetti's at all, did you? 

A No. 

Q You stayed on 33rd Street and Wedge Road, in that 
area. Is that fair to say? 

A Well, this would be more towards Junor Avenue, I 
believe. 

Q Junor Avenue or down towards Northumberland, Junor 

Avenue, somewhere in that area? 

A Correct, yes. 

Q But it's on 33rd Street? 

A Yes. 
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Four blocks? 

Yes, that's about right. Actually more like six 
but — 

But certainly not all the way down to Idylwyld and 
29th Street? 

Oh, no. 

Okay. Now, according to my calculations you made 
the personal request, was it — and I'm referring 
to Exhibit P-88, for your -- I'm not sure if you 
have that in front of you. 

No, I do not. 

According to my calculations the request was made 
about Trent Ewart at 12:30, is that right? And 
that would be the personal -- personal query? 

Yes. 

Okay. And that was made by your partner, was it? 
Yes, it appears to be made by badge number 80. 
Okay. At 12:30? 

Yes. 

And that was just after you cleared O'Regan 
Crescent. 

Yes. 

And then I see no other activity until 1:39, is 
that fair to say? 

Yes, that's for person queries, yes. 
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For person queries? 

Yes. 

But on the time line, the next — I've taken the 
liberty to do up a short time line for myself for 
my own notes, and I see that the next activity 
that you are involved in was the initial call that 
you received to attend to Jamie Poison's home at 
1:39. 

Correct, once again person queries. 

Person queries? 

Yes. We don't have vehicle queries in front of 
us . 

That wouldn't be a person query, that would be 
from Exhibit 181B at page 52. Do you have it? Do 
you have that — 

Now what are you referring to, sir? 

Exhibit 181B, the thick one at page 52 — 

Yes, okay, sorry. 

— there's page numbers there. 

I'm there. 

Okay. And so what I see there at the top of the 
page is that's the — the complaint regarding 
Jamie Poison. 

Correct. 

And you initially are dispatched there at 1:39. 
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Correct. 

But you break off at 1:42 from there and you 
attend off to Wedge Road, is that right? And you 
were dispatched to Wedge Road at 1:42. 

Just hang on, I've got — hang on. Yeah, that's 
right. Sorry, I went the wrong way. It appears 
that we were dispatched to 30 — or 2502 - 33rd 
Street West at 0139, we en routed at 1:40, we in- 
serviced at 1:42 and at that time were re¬ 
dispatched to — or, sorry, dispatched to 111 
Wedge Road. 

Okay. I'm interested in the break of time between 
12:30 and 1:39. Is that — that's over an hour. 

M' hm. 

And I see no activity by yourselves. 

You don't see any activity on CPIC by person query 
or by SIMS checks. 

Or person query or in your notes. 

Correct. 

Right. Was there no activity? Did you have no 
activity during that period of time? 

Apparently not, not for — not for dispatched 
calls, no. 

Okay. So where were you, do you know? 

Probably patrol driving. 
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There's just one other thing I want to rise your 
attention to and that's — if you turn to the 
first page of Exhibit 181B there, the first thing 
on the page, of course, is the call where you're 
initially sent to 3308 - 33rd Street West. 

Correct. 

Okay. Now, you have marked down there as the time 
at scene at 2356, is that right? 

Correct. 

And if we turn back to Exhibit P-88, that's in 
front of you there, you'll see that the time for 
the request of the person query of Tracy Horse and 
then Tracy Lee Horse is at that same time. 

Yes. 

Does that seem to be contradictory at all to you? 
No, not at all. 

Why is that? Well, you're supposed to be at the 
scene, you're at this building. Are you going 
into the building? 

No. When we — it tells me that in this 
particular case we spent a considerable amount of 
time in that area looking for Neil Stonechild. 
Okay. So you may have hit the "at scene" button, 
but then just in the area somewhere? 

Correct. 
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And not at the building? 

Correct. 

Okay. 

We might have been at the building and searching 
the surrounding area. 

Okay. So you — with respect to the O'Regan 
Crescent call then, you might have hit the "at 
scene" button but been very far away from there, 
is that fair to say? 

And been very far away? No. 

Far away from there? 

No. 

Been away from there, though? 

It's possible that we searched the rest of O'Regan 
Crescent, yes. 

O'Regan Crescent. But — well, you said that you 
weren't exactly at Snowberry Downs when you hit 
the "at scene" button there. 

Pardon me? 

You weren't at Snowberry Downs when you hit the 
"at scene" button. 

I didn't say that. 

Were you? 

I don't know. I don't recall. 


Okay. But you said you might not have been there. 
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A Correct. We would have been there at some point 
i;n t ime. 

Q But it might not have been at 11:56. 

A It might not have been at that particular instant. 


MR. WINEGARDEN: 

I have. 

THE COMMISSIONER: 

you the sole 

MS. KNOX: 


Okay. Those are all the questions 

Now, other cross-examination? Are 
remaining examiner? 

No, Mr. Gibson has some questions 


as well. 

THE COMMISSIONER: How long do you expect to be, Mr. 

— do you want to wait until after — 

MR. GIBSON: Again, my purpose will 

be very limited with respect to contact with 
Sergeant Lyons, and I believe that a lot of that 
has been covered already, particularly in light of 
your comments with respect to what could be made 
of those notes. I don't expect I'll be very long, 
but — unless something arises with respect to 
what Ms. Knox raises, I anticipate to be a few 
minutes. 


THE COMMISSIONER: Well, let's not ask her to commit 

to that now. Why don't you wait until she's 
finished her examination? It probably makes — 
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1 I'm sure you'd rather have this as a — 

2 MS. KNOX: Well, if we take the break I can 

3 get set up. So, as I said before, I can be more 

4 efficient if I have everything in front of me. 

5 THE COMMISSIONER: I encourage you to do that. That's 

6 helpful. 

7 (PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 3:12 P.M. AND RECONVENED AT 3:46 


8 

9 

10 
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P.M. ) 

MS. KNOX, examining: 

Q Mr. Senger, my name is Catherine Knox, as I'm sure 
you know, and you know that I work assisting Mr. 
Halyk as counsel for the Federation of 
Saskatchewan Indian Nations. And I know that 
you've had a couple of long days and I can perhaps 
give you some comfort by telling you I don't 
intend to be a long time, despite all this paper. 

A Can I interrupt for a second, please? My name is 
Larry Hartwig, not Senger. 

Q I'm sorry, thank you, that's a good start, help me 
out. Thank you. Mr. Hartwig, I apologize. And I 
just want to go over a couple of points, minor 
points, from yesterday to start, if I may. You 
indicated in response to a question from your 
counsel yesterday that you didn't think that you 
knew Jason Roy. 
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Correct. 

And am I correct, given the amount of material 
that you've provided to us through him about your 
history, as it were, with Neil Stonechild — 

M' hm. 

— that when you were checking your notebooks and 
police reports and you were going back in your 
work history, you would also have been looking for 
anything to indicate to you that you might have 
had contact with or reason to know Jason Roy. 

No, I didn't know the name. The paper and all the 
media reports were, I believe, referring to Tracy 
Horse. 

Okay. 

And I wasn't aware that that was — Jason Roy was 
that individual. 

Okay. But subsequent to the initial stories in 
the paper you did become aware that the suggestion 
was and, in fact, the evidence is that Jason Roy 
used a false name, the name Tracy Lee Horse, when 
he was stopped by you and by Constable Senger on 
the night of November 24th. 

Correct. 

Okay. Now, do you have a policy or practice when 
you stop young people if you make observations 
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that they're under a significant degree of 
intoxication? 

Pardon me? Rephrase that question, please. 

If you saw somebody who looked to you like he was 
really drunk and it was minus 28 outside — 

M' hm. 

— would you just let him leave and — 

No. 

— walk off? 

No. 

Okay. But you will agree with me that all of the 
indications are that the night of the 24th you let 
Tracy Lee Horse, aka Jason Roy, leave unimpeded by 
you and your partner. 

Correct. 

So whatever evidence there may be before us about 
intoxication on his part, it wasn't of sufficient 
severity that you thought it was unsafe to let him 
go. 

Correct. 

Okay. And you'd also agree with me that whatever 
his level of intoxication, he apparently was sober 
enough and quick enough on his feet, thinking that 
there was a warrant out for him, that he could 
come up with a cousin's name and the cousin's date 
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of birth. 

Correct. 

So, again, pretty safe to assume that however 
drunk he may have been, he still was thinking on 
his feet. 

Correct. 

Okay. So I take it then, since you seem to be so 
agreeable, that you and I are agreed that there 
was nothing about Jason Roy that night that would 
indicate a severe degree of intoxication. 

Correct. 

Okay. And you had contact with him as late as 
just before midnight, in fact the CPIC check on 
him is 11:56 p.m. 

I believe that's correct, yes. 

And this was just minutes after you'd gotten the 
call to go to Snowberry Downs where Neil 
Stonechild was apparently causing a disturbance. 
Correct. 

And if the evidence from Jason Roy is, and which 
we have confirmed by others, that he was in the 
company of Neil Stonechild, at that point in time 
he was still functioning okay. 

Apparently he was in the company of Neil 
Stonechild earlier — 
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Earlier. 

— than that, yes. 

Yeah, but at the point in time when you got the 
call about Neil Stonechild being in the apartment, 
which was 11:49 — or sorry, 11:51 you were 
dispatched, supposedly they'd been there minutes 
earlier ringing a bunch of doorbells and causing a 
disturbance. 

Apparently. 

Okay. So can we agree that when you had contact 
with him it was clearly fairly closely in time to 
when he and Neil Stonechild were together? 

Correct. 

Okay. It wasn't a big separation of time. There 
couldn't have been. It was physically impossible. 
That would be assumption, yes. 

Okay. Now I want to deal with the subject of 
Bruce Genaille, and you indicated yesterday, and I 
-- I apologize, I'm not sure which lawyer you told 
this to. 

M' hm. 

But at some point I understood your evidence to be 
that you were given the impression by Staff 
Sergeant Lyons that the person who you recorded in 
your book as Bruce Genaille may — or Genaille, 
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may, in fact, have been Neil Stonechild and that 
you were -- I believe you used the term 
"hoodwinked" or you could have been hoodwinked by 
Neil Stonechild. 

Yes. 

Okay. Now, are you aware that as early as May, 
2000 — sorry, March, 2000, and I'll give you the 
exact date, March 19, 2000, Staff Sergeant Lyons 
and others in the RCMP Task Force knew that Bruce 
Genaille was a real person and that Bruce 
Genaille, the real person, had been stopped by you 

M' hm. 

— or apparently stopped by you and Constable 
Senger that night — 

M' hm. 

— and checked for ID and quizzed about whether, 
in fact, he was Neil Stonechild. 

Okay. 

You — you — when you say "okay", if you'd 
indulge me a little more, you've read the 
disclosure. 

Yes. 

You've seen the copy of the statement taken from 
Bruce Genaille. 
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I might have, yes. 

You're aware of the text or the tenor of the 
testimony he gave before this Commission? 

No, I've actually kept myself out of the loop in 
that regard. 

Well, I'm going to suggest to you then that his 
testimony was as follows, that he was on his way 
from Snowberry Downs where he lived just a short 
distance away to a friend's house, Sanderson, I 
believe, was the name of his friend, to play 
cards; that he got stopped as he walked along by 
two men in a police car, two uniformed men in a 
marked car. 

M' hriu 

He was asked where he was going and he was asked 
who he was, and there was some doubt on the part 
of the police officers about his identity and they 
kept insisting to him or asking him, "Are you sure 
you're not Neil Stonechild?" 

M'hm* 

He testified that he showed the officers ID in the 
name — his own name. 

M' hm. 

And that he's not sure if they did an MDT -- he 
didn't use that term — 
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Right. 

— but they did a check on him, but after they had 
his ID for a while they let him go on his way. 
Correct. 

Okay. Now, he also said in his testimony and he 
told the police that when he was stopped by you, 
presumably — 

M' hm. 

— as it was you and Constable Senger who did the 
check, that he was told that you guys were 
checking into a disturbance at the 7-Eleven store. 
There's nothing in your notes about a disturbance 
at the 7-Eleven store. 

Correct. 

Nothing in the records about a disturbance, but, 
again, my question to you is, is it possible that 
you and Constable Senger, in fact, were aware or 
had received information that somebody was causing 
a problem at the 7-Eleven store that didn't get 
phoned in and that you didn't record in your 
notebooks? 

It's possible that somebody would have reported to 
us a third party complaint or a complaint of a 
disturbance at the 7-Eleven store, yes. 

Or that you could have just been in the area and 
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somebody saw you and said, you know, there's a 
problem with this guy, he just left here, he's 
going that way, any number of things. 

Correct, and that would be considered a non-view 
complaint. 

Okay. But the fact that it doesn't appear in the 
— any of the documentation and the only thing we 
know about it comes from Bruce Genaille doesn't 
mean it's — it could have happened. 

It's possible, yes. 

And, indeed, could have been the reason why you 
stopped him that night. 

No, I don't believe so. The timing involved would 
lead me to believe, as well as Mr. Genaille's 
alleged testimony, that we were looking for Neil 
Stonechild. 

Okay. Is it possible that there was some 
association between the disturbance at the 7- 
Eleven and Neil Stonechild, given that 7-Eleven is 
right across the street and there's some 
suggestion he was in there at some point that 
evening. 

Yes. 

Okay. So you could have gotten information about 
Mr. Stonechild from two sources. There could have 
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been information from Trent Ewart — 
information from Trent Ewart, but you could have 
also gotten information on the fly, and I don't 
mean that in a disrespectful way — 

M' hm. 

— but from a — just being in the area of the 7- 
Eleven. 

It's possible. 

And, in fact, you were in the area of the 7-Eleven 
because we know you checked yourself at the scene 
at Snowberry Downs. 

Correct. 

Which is basically across the street from the 
parking lot at the 7-Eleven. 

It's — yeah, it's across the street and around 
the corner, yeah. 

Yeah, depending on which parking lot of that 
apartment complex you go into. 

Correct. 

You're right there. 

Yes. 

Okay. Now, is it necessarily true that we can 
assume, based on the calls or the inputs to the 
CPIC terminal where you queried these three 
individuals, that you were making the queries 
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exactly at the same time that you were in the 
company of each of these three individuals — 

Yes — 

— the first being Jason Roy — 

M'hm. 

— and Mr. Horse, so I have Mr. Horse at 11:56, 
Neil Stonechild at 11:59 and Bruce Genaille at 
12:04. 

Correct. Yes, it is — it is generally the case 
as if a person is in our presence we will query 
him at that time to determine if there's any 
undertakings, recognizances, warrants or the like. 
It is of little benefit to query the person after 
they have departed. 

Okay. But if you're busy on a call, i.e., you've 
got a call of a disturbance — 

M'hm. 

— and you see somebody walking along the street 
and you stop him and you say, you know, "We're 
investigating so-and-so, you know, are you Neil 
Stonechild", because you've got someone leaving 
the area, you wouldn't necessarily take the time 
at that time to do a CPIC check if his 
identification satisfied you that he wasn't Neil 
Stonechild, would you? 
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That's correct, yes. 

Yeah. 

If the person can prove their identity other than 
the person that we're looking for, yes, that's 
correct. 

So, in fact, it's quite possible, and I'm not 
saying it's the case — 

M' hm. 

— because I know you don't remember, but it's 
quite possible that you had contact with Genaille, 
Bruce Genaille, before you had contact with Jason 
Roy or with Neil Stonechild, if you had contact 
with Neil that night. 

I would have no reason to query Bruce Genaille if 
he produced ID. We were looking for Neil 
Stonechild. 

Yeah. Yeah. So you could have just queried him 
on the basis of what you got either from the 7- 
Eleven, if you got information from them about 
Neil Stonechild, and definitely we know that at 11 
-- I have trouble with that number -- 11:51 you 
got information from Saskatoon Police Service that 
would cause you to be interested. 

I'd think that would be very unlikely. 

What's unlikely about it? 
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It's possible that — it is possible that we would 
have run Genaille, Bruce later. 

M'hm. 

It is extremely unlikely. 

But you just told me a few minutes ago that if you 
were satisfied with his ID and you were busy, you 
could easily make the decision that you didn't 
need to worry about it right now. 

But then we wouldn't have run him at all. 

Well, then let's talk about that. You ran Trent 
Ewart at 12:30. Why would you run him? 

For criminal intelligence purposes only. 

But he was a complainant in a disturbance that had 
come in at 11:51. 

Right. 

And you'd gone to another call at O'Regan 
Crescent, I believe it is. 

M'hm. 

You cleared that call and then you're going back 
to — 

Correct. 

— your 11:51 complaint. 

Right. 

So I go back to what you just told me about Bruce 
Genaille. Isn't it possible that for the same 
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reason you queried Trent Ewart at 12:30, you could 
have queried Bruce Genaille at 12:04 just for 
criminal intelligence purposes? 

We were running Mr. Ewart by age only. 

M' hm. 

Right? So we guessed about his age. He wasn't 
present. 

M' hm. 

We ran Bruce Genaille by date of birth. 

But what — 

But I don't know -- I don't know if Bruce Genaille 
gave us his name, address and date of birth and we 
queried him before he produced his ID or not. 

He said he produced his ID and you took his ID 
into the car and you had it for a while, you 
looked at it or one of you looked at it — the 
driver — not the driver, but the passenger, but 
that after you'd looked at his ID for a while you 
let him go. 

Yes. And it is entirely possible we asked him for 
his name, address, date of birth, he supplied that 
and we queried him and then he subsequently 
produced his ID. 

And it's entirely possible that he produced his 
ID, you made note of it and you queried him later 
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because you were busy, you were looking for Neil 
Stonechild who was causing a disturbance. 

I suppose that's a slim possibility, yes. 

Okay. But you'll agree with me that slim or none, 
it's a possibility. 

Yes. 

Okay. Same with Jason Roy, the fact that he was 
queried at 2359 under the name Tracy Lee Horse 
doesn't mean that's when you actually had contact 
with him. 

I think that's unlikely as well, given the 
evidence that Jason Roy has produced. 

What makes it unlikely given the evidence that 
Jason Roy has produced? He said he gave you a 
false name and a date of birth. When that false 
name and date of birth were put into the system it 
showed up as having no warrants. 

Correct. 

No reason to be suspicious of him. He's not Neil 
Stonechild. 

Correct. 

And you had nothing to suggest that Tracy Lee 
Horse had any connection to the complaint at 
Snowberry Downs. So why would it be unlikely, 
that you're busy, you're satisfied this guy's got 
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nothing to do with it, you let him go on his way. 
Because generally we CPIC people at the scene, at 
the time. 

Okay. You've got three CPICs, 2356, 2359 and 
1204. You couldn't have had contact with all of 
those people, gotten rid of one and gotten to the 
next and gotten to the next in that short a time 
and have done CPICs, could you? 

Fire it by me one more time, please. 

Jason Roy, the Tracy Lee Horse CPIC was 2356. 
Correct. 

The Neil Stonechild one is 2359, three minutes 
later. 

Correct. 

The Bruce Genaille one is 1204. 

Correct. 

Which is five minutes later. 

Correct. 

So you would have had to process two or three 
people, get all of the information, get their IDs, 
check them and get them underway because Tracy Lee 
Horse and Bruce Genaille didn't see each other. 
Correct. 

So — 

Well, I don't know that. 
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Well, Bruce Genaille's evidence is that they 
didn't, and there's nothing from Jason Roy to 
suggest he saw Bruce Genaille. So you're telling 
me that you could have the contacts at different 
locations in the area, do the CPIC checks and have 
them gone underway all in that simultaneous time. 

I believe that the evidence is that those contacts 
were in the general vicinity. 

Yeah, in the general vicinity — 

Correct. 

— but not at the same spot. They didn't all come 
up to your car in the parking lot at Snowberry 
Downs. 

Well, I don't believe this happened at Snowberry 
Downs. 

No, but they didn't all come up to your car at the 
parking lot anywhere, or on the street anywhere. 
Correct. 

You weren't a stationary vehicle. The evidence 
from each of them is that you were a moving 
vehicle? 

Correct. 

And you pulled up beside them? 

Correct. 


So you're telling me that you could have done all 
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that's needed to be done, had one CPIC check done, 
the other gone — you know, and gone, in contact 
with the next guy, CPIC check done and gone, 
contact with the next guy and you're doing it as 
you're in the company of Tracy Lee Horse and Bruce 
Genaille, you believe. 

A You're assuming that there were three contacts 
with three people. 

Q Let's make it two. 

A Okay. Yes, that's possible. 

Q Possible? 

A Yes. 

Q Is it very likely? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And but you'll concede that the other is 
possible too that you did them when they weren't 
there, particularly Bruce Genaille since we have 
clear evidence that he had ID? 

A No, I don't think that's possible. 

Q So you're - you think that you that checked all 
them before you let them go. 

A Yes. 

Q Both of them before you let them go. 

A Yes, that is generally my practice. 

MS. KNOX: Okay. Now, sir — 
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THE COMMISSIONER: Are you leaving this area? 

MS. KNOX: Yes, I am. 

THE COMMISSIONER: I don't understand your answer 

about running a check on Trent Ewart for criminal 
intelligence. What does that mean? 

THE WITNESS: Well, sir, known offenders have 

associates and sometimes they're criminal 
associates, and not only do we have — we've got a 
database that we haven't talked about too much is 
that's our SIMS database. Saskatoon Information 
Management System, and the SIMS is a very, very 
valuable tool that will give us information as 
indicated by the normal and extended hard copies 
which indicate all the activities that a person 
has been involved in whether they be the victim of 
a break in or a suspect in criminal activity or 
charged with criminal activity. It also gives the 
name of associates. 

THE COMMISSIONER: But are you — 

THE WITNESS: And what I can do is query the name 

and find out if that's a known associate of Neil 
Stonechild. If it isn't we may conduct a VAG card 
or VAG check that would have that — that 
information entered into our system. 

THE COMMISSIONER: But why would that matter, assuming 
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it's confined to him being an associate of Neil 
Stonechild, why would that matter a particle that 
late in the evening? I mean, after you say you 
didn't find Stonechild — 

THE WITNESS: M'hm. 

THE COMMISSIONER: — for all intents and purposes 

everything was finished and done with. Why would 
you be casting back to check on someone who had 
called in a complaint about a disturbance? 

THE WITNESS: M'hm. 

THE COMMISSIONER: It — I don't understand that. If 

I phone in and complained — 

THE WITNESS: Again, for intelligence purposes. 

THE COMMISSIONER: If I phoned in and complained that 

my neighbours are — are making a fuss and causing 
a disturbance, am I to take it that you will run 
my name on — for criminal intelligence check 
purposes to see who my known associates are? 

THE WITNESS: If that person that you're calling 

a fuss in about is a known criminal, yes, sir, we 
may. 

THE COMMISSIONER: So if I am largely free of any 

criminal record but I happen to phone in a 
complaint about somebody who has a criminal 
record, you will run me through the system to see 
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if I'm an associate of this individual? 

WITNESS: Yes, and that determine — 

determination will be made. If you have no 
criminal record at all and no contact as 
determined by SIMS, we may — we just may consider 
that a coincidence. 


COMMISSIONER: 

practice 

WITNESS: 

COMMISSIONER: 

WITNESS: 

COMMISSIONER: 

WITNESS: 


And is that standard police 


Yes, sir. 

— that every person — 

Not everyone. 

— who makes a complaint? 

Not everyone. We — I — I do that 

as a matter of routine. I don't know what the 
other officers do, sir. 

COMMISSIONER: Well, that's an interesting 

proposition. Because the other thing is that — 
so what you're telling me is that you ran the same 
inquiry with respect to Bruce Genaille over and 
above simply determining that he was who he said 
he was, or did you also run the check on him for 
criminal intelligence purposes also? 

WITNESS: Well, I would run his name on SIMS, 

yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER: And — and so it was with respect 
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to Mr. Horse? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Go on. 

Q MS. KNOX: Just one other point before I leave 

Trent Ewart. I believe you've indicated that you 
don't recall whether you guys actually went to 
that residence at Snowberry Downs that evening? 

A No, I do not recall that. 

Q Okay. And if — if Constable Senger remembers 
that you did, would you have any reason to take 
issue with that? 

A No. 

Q Okay. What would be the usual practice on a call 
of that type? Would you go speak to the 
complainant? 

A Yes, we would make contact with the complainant at 
the designated residence. In this particular case 
I'm — I'm presuming that Neil Stonechild was not 
there. We would then conduct a floor-by-floor 
search of that building. One police officer would 
take one stairwell, one police officer would take 
another stairwell, and we'd either start from the 
top down or bottom up, making contact on each 
individual floor visually, and then we would 
search the area. 
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Okay. And would it be normal that you document 
that you've done that? 

No, that's just standard. That's policing 101. 
Okay. But you don't know if you did that or not. 
You're not sure? 

No, that's my standard practice though. 

Okay. When you look at the time lines that are 
available to you from your notebook as to when you 
responded and when you cleared the call and you 
look at the inputs for CPIC checks, does it seem 
reasonable to you that you would have had the time 
to do all that? 

Yes. 

You would? 

M'hm. 

Okay. Now, sir, you testified with respect to 
your contact with Ernie Louttit about this file, 
and am I — am I correct in remembering your 
evidence is that you weren't working or if you 
were working you didn't hear the call come in that 
a body had been found frozen to death in the north 
industrial end of the city? 

Correct. 

Okay. Do you have any memory of when you first 
became aware that that tragic event had occurred? 
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A No, I do not. 

Q Okay. Now, let's assume for the moment, and 
there's some indication that — well, it's an 
unusual event. Would it be the kind of event that 
would be, as you've used a phrase, talked about in 
the locker room at the police station? 

A Yes, I believe it would. 

Q Okay. Do you think it's possible that over the 

next number of days that you worked that you could 
have gone through your shifts and done your 
changes in the locker room, gone for coffee, read 
the newspapers and not come to know that the body 
found out in that field on November 29 th was Neil 
Stonechild? 

A No, I don't — don't believe that -- how do I 

answer this one? I believe that that information 
would be available to our members, like I said 
through the locker room talk and through the media 
at that time. 

Q Okay. So assuming for the moment — and I'm going 
to also refer you in terms of in addition to the 
locker room talk I'm going to refer you to 
Exhibits P-83, P-84 and P-85. Have you had a 
chance to look at all three of them? 

A Well, I can see that they're newspaper articles. 
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yes. 

And would you agree with me that they're brief 
newspaper clippings from May — November 30 th , 
early December that reflect the story of the 
tragic death of Neil Stonechild? 

I -- yes, I -- oh, yeah, hang on. Just — 

Just take your time and read them. I'm not 
meaning to — 

Right. They are all stamped with the date of 
December 3 rd , December 1 st and November 30 th , 1990, 
correct. 

And they report — the first one, November 30 th , 
reports that his body is found. The next one 
reports that he's been identified. 

Correct. 

And the next one reports basically, you know, foul 
play ruled out, I think, or something like that? 
Yes. 

Okay. Now, were you a reader of newspapers during 
the early days of your career? 

I've been on — an on and — on-and-off again 
subscriber to the StarPhoenix over the years. 

Okay. You'd agree with me that through the 
information available in the system, being within 
the police service itself, information available 
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in the media — 

M'hrtu 

— that it would be hard not to know that a young 
boy had been found frozen to death out there on 
November 2 9 th . 

Correct. 

Okay. And again, it would — if, given that he 
was identified very quickly by members of the 
police service, we're not sure exactly how, but 
the day he was found, within a matter of hours 
everybody knew it was Neil Stonechild. 

I was assume so, yes. 

Yeah. So, assuming for the moment that it's 
likely that you knew that the young boy found out 
in the field, and given the evidence that you have 
put before us in various ways about the fact that 
you knew Neil Stonechild and you knew the family, 
would you agree with me that it's likely that you 
would have realized that just days before that you 
had been called out on a disturbance that he was 
involved in? 

Not necessarily. 

Why would you say not necessarily — 

Because — 

-- he was found four days after you and Constable 
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Senger were looking for him. 

Looking for him, yes. 

Yeah. And my question for you was very simple. 
Would it not have occurred to you, do you think, 
doesn't commonsense suggest that it would have 
flashed in your mind that, "Gee, that's the kid 
that I was looking for," and even more so, since 
you knew his mom, that you'd even think something 
like, you know, "Poor Stella," you know, he's — 

M' hm. 

You know, "He was in a bit of trouble but he 
wasn't that bad a kid, he was only a kid." Don't 
you — wouldn't you have had those kinds of 
thoughts maybe? 

I may have, yes. 

Okay. More than that you might have had them, you 
were a young constable with three years of service 
at that time. Your partner. Constable Senger, was 
a rookie. 

Correct. 

And he — the evidence before us suggests he's the 
one that took the call that the body had been 
found. Are you -- can you say to me that you and 
he wouldn't have sort of reflected on the fact 
that you tried to find this kid? 
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A Not at all. 

Q Okay. And you've indicated earlier in responses 
to questions from my colleague that you don't 
recall being approached by Sergeant Jarvis about 
it. 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. Now, just get — getting — you know, 

there's some evidence before us offered by you 
about the kind of person that you are, and I guess 
I'm going to suggest to you that it's kind of 
peculiar that in a community like Saskatoon where 
you, as a, you know, a conscientious young 
policeman are charged with the responsibility for 
policing, that you wouldn't have made a connection 
and been bothered by the fact that a young man 
that you tried to find just a few days earlier 
went missing and was found to dead. Not to 
suggest that in any way that you would have had 
anything to do with it, but just as an ordinary 
citizen charged with the responsibility for 
policing. I've put this proposition to the chief 
of police, that it wouldn't have occurred to you 
to think, you know, how did this happen, how did 
he get out? Or, isn't this a terrible thing. 

Some sort of sense of empathy or sympathy for the 


Volume 41 



8075 


Exam L. Hartwig 
by Ms. Knox 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


fact that a young man had died in such tragic 
circumstances. 

A Let me make this very clear. I grieve every time 
there is a waste of life, let alone such a young 
life. 

Q M'hm. And my question to you is how could you 
have not made the connection with that waste of 
such a young life in those circumstances with the 
call that you'd responded to on the 24 th of 
November? 

A I may have at the time but I do not recall. 

Q Okay. Let's assume for the — for the moment that 
you may have at the time and you don't recall it 
now, but your evidence to us is that in January or 
February of 1991 you became aware through your 
friend. Constable Louttit — 

A M'hm. 

Q — that he was very upset about the conduct of the 
Saskatoon Police Service in the investigation of 
that tragic death? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. Now, I just looked at the file, and I'll 
refer you to P-61. 

MS. KNOX: My Lord, for the record. I'm just 

going to refer him to one entry in the report of 
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Sergeant Jarvis at page 2 of the report dated 
November 30 th , 1990. 

Do you see the reference there in Sergeant 
Jarvis's report to the fact that you and Constable 
Senger responded to a call involving Neil 
Stonechild, November 24 th ? 

Yes, second paragraph. 

Okay. Now, Constable Hartwig, when you talked to 
Constable Louttit in January or February, 1991, 
did he tell you that he'd actually read the police 
report? 

I didn't mention the dates or months of January or 
February, 1991. I knew it was early '91. 

Sorry, in early 1991, I apologize. My mistake. 

But when you talked with -- or you remember 
talking with Constable Louttit in early 1991, did 
you know or do you remember whether he told you 
that he had the report? 

No. 

Or that he'd read the report? 

No. 

And — 

From my understanding, reports are generally 
sealed but — 

Okay. 
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-- I don't know if they were at that time. 

Okay. I'm going to suggest to you that's evidence 
before this Commission that not only did Constable 
Louttit have it, he had it since — and this is 
Constable Louttit's evidence, that he'd taken a 
copy of it early in December, 1990. 

M' hm. 

And that indeed the one before you has a cover 
memo on it that says it was return — it was 
turned over to the Saskatoon Police Service by 
Constable Louttit in March, 2001 and it's the only 
existing copy — 

Correct. 

— of the file. 

Yes. 

So do you -- 

I've — I've read this report and it is an 
incomplete report. 

Okay. Before we get to that part, and I'll let 
you peruse on that, could you flip to the first 
page that has the exhibit number on it? 

P-61? 

Yeah. Indicating that it was turned over to the 
police service by Constable Louttit in 2001, 

March? 
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That's the date of the memo, yes. 

Okay. Would you accept that I'm not misleading 
you when I say that there's evidence before the 
Commission from him that he took this copy of -- 
or a copy of this report in December of 1990? 

Are you asking me if that's possible? 

Would you -- I just want to make sure. You seem 
like you have a — you need all your Ts crossed 
and your Is dotted and I want to make sure that 
you're satisfied that I'm not misleading you when 
I tell you that there's evidence before the 
Commission that Constable Louttit took that report 
in December, early December, 1990. 

Okay. 

Okay. So then would you agree with me, if that 
evidence is correct from him, that he took the 
report in early December, 1990, that he would have 
had knowledge of the content of it and, in fact, 
possession of it when he talked to you in early 
1991? 

Perhaps, yes. 

Would you have expected in those circumstances, 
given how troubled he was, as you saw him, that he 
wouldn't have said to you, you know, Larry, you -- 
you took a call on him, you know, what was that 
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about? Can you help me out here? What's going on 


here? Jarvis never said what happened with you 
guys . 

M' hm. 

You don't remember him saying that to you? 

No, I do not. 

Does that strike you as unusual or odd or 
peculiar? 

Not particularly, no. 

Okay. Now, I want to go back to the comment that 
you started or you wanted to make about it being 
an incomplete report. What are you talking about? 
Well, I'm looking at the narrative by I presume 
Jarvis, and in particular November 30 th , 2245 
hours. "More investigation required." Then 
there's an entry November 30 th , again 2245 hours 
mentioning Sergeant Brooks and the paper in here 
is juxtapositioned . It looks like December the 
5 th . Oh, sorry, it was concluded on December 5 th . 
Sorry. I'm mistaken. 

So when you say it's an incomplete report, in fact 
that is the — what appears to be the complete 
report. It has a — it has a concluded 
recommendation and it's signed off by a superior 
as a concluded report. 
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I don't see a signature on the last page, but it 
says, "Concluded at this time." That would 
indicate to me that the report was concluded by 
the investigator, yes. 

Okay. So again, just so I'm crossing my Ts and 
dotting my Is for you, you're okay that this is 
the complete report, P-61. 

Yes. Yes. 

Okay. And having said that, you'd agree with me 
that there's no Jet Set or anything in there from 
you or Constable Senger or any documentation about 
an inquiry made of you by Sergeant Jarvis. 

Yes. That's — well, on paging through it. 

Okay. 

I see no attachments to that effect. 

But you're sure that Constable Louttit didn't 
mention it to you in 2000 — sorry, in 1991? 

I do not recall. 

Okay. And in March of 1991 I believe your 
evidence is that you saw the story in the paper 
where Mrs. Stonechild went to the police — or 
went to the media because she was so unhappy about 
the nature of the investigation done? 

I may have, yes. 

Okay. I'm just going to show you then P-1. This 
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may be my mistake, but did I not understand you to 


testify yesterday that you had seen that story 
back in 1991? 

No, I don't believe so. I believe I mentioned 
that I may have seen it in 1991. 

Okay. To the best of your memory did you see that 
story in 1991? 

I may have seen the story in 1991. 

Given the use of the word "may," am I to conclude 
that you don't know if you saw it or not? 

Correct. 

Okay. Do you recall whether there was any 
discussion happening in the locker rooms or around 
the shop about this story in 1991? 

Like I said before, the only thing I recall is 
Ernie Louttit being upset about the conclusions 
raised by Sergeant Jarvis and the fact that Neil 
Stonechild's shoe was missing, and I heard that 
Neil Stonechild's missing shoe was found in Gary 
Pratt's car. 

So then is it correct that it wasn't just you that 
Ernie Louttit was talking to around the police 
station about this, that it was the subject of 
some discussion between Ernie Louttit and you and 
at least others? 
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Yes, I believe so. 

So when we have the testimony — testimony of 
former police officer, now former -- Madden, that 
it was talk around the shop, you concur with his 
evidence on that point, that it was in fact being 
talked about around the police station? 

Yes, I believe so, yes. 

Okay. Can you give us the names of any other 
persons who in your presence were talking about 
the death of Neil Stonechild around the police 
station in 1991? 

Not that I recall. 

Okay. And I take it from your evidence yesterday 
that the locker room talk that was going around 
the police station in 1990 didn't make any 
suggestion of police involvement in his death? 

No, it did not. 

Okay. So what was the suggestion, other than what 
Ernie was saying, that was being discussed in the 
locker rooms and around the police station in 1991 
that you remember? 

I've already told you that, that Neil Stonechild's 
missing shoe was found in Gary Pratt's car, and 
that Ernie was upset at the official version of 


the events that Neil was turning himself into the 
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correctional centre. 

Okay. But nobody was saying anything about the 
fact that Larry Hartwig and Brad Senger had gone 
out on a call and they were the last police 
officers known to have contact with him? 

Correct. 

Nobody ever said that. 

Not that I recall. 

Okay. If anybody had said that do you think you'd 
remember? 

Absolutely. 

Okay. So from your memory nobody was casting any 
nets out that might have drawn adverse inference 
about your conduct. 

Correct. 

Okay. Sir, I just want you to look at P-180 with 
me for a moment, and I just want to get from you 
— or to ask you a couple of questions about how 
you take your notes. And I think I'm clear on it, 
but as a matter of practice you indicated this 
morning that you can't always make your notes 
right at the time an event is happening; is that 
correct? 

Correct. 

Okay. Now, do you have a practice, as other 
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officers I know do, of sort of making an entry as 
to an incident, i.e. the name of a complainant or 
something, and leaving a space so that when you 
have a minute to catch your breath or you get back 
to the station you can fill in the substance of 
the complaint? 

Correct, and that's especially true for calls over 
with -- 
Okay. 

— where we'll put the 10 code in, the name and 
the address of the person that we — is the 
complainant, the phone number and the file number. 
Okay. 

And then we'll supply that information, i.e. the 
file number, to the complainant when we take the 

— the crime over with or the call over with. 

Okay. But more than supplying the phone number, 
do you leave space to put in detail, and I'm -- 
I'm talking specifically in your notes there seems 
to be times when you take all the room in the 
world to write stuff down when you've got a little 
bit of information, and I'm referring you, for 
example, to the entry at 2334 which is the 
property check at Haviland, and then the Tracy Lee 
Horse notation. 
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Correct. 

And then when we go a couple of pages ahead to an 
entry you made about Jamie Poison it seems like 
you get a little scrunched for time — or 
scrunched for space, I'm sorry. 

No, that was one narrative. That's — that's all 
one — all — all information relating to Jamie 
Poison. 

But that's not information you wrote right as you 
got the call or right at the time as you were 
standing there talking to Jamie Poison. At some 
point you sat down and put that in your notebook? 
No, I believe I did that at the time. 

Okay. What about, let's see, the entry here at 
0340, go ahead to 0340 for me. 

Yes. 

That's one of the ones that it appears to me you 
got a little pressed for space. Is that one of 
the ones that you might have filled in after? 

No, I -- well, I don't know. I'm not sure. 

If you compare that, for example, to 0629, the 
last entry that day, you've got lots of space, all 
the space in the world. 

Correct. 


Okay. So I'm suggesting to you that we shouldn't 
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conclude, based on your evidence, or am I right in 
suggesting to you that you copied everything down 
into these notes at the time it was happening, 
that in fact sometimes you went back and filled it 
in when you had time? 

Correct. 

And, in fact. Constable, in fairness to you, 
that's why when you're testifying in, say a 
criminal proceeding, and you want to refer to your 
notes, the question put to you is whether they're 
notes that were made at the time or reasonably 
soon thereafter? 

Correct. 

There's no expectation as a police officer that 
you got to do this right now? 

Correct. 

Okay. And then in respect to the times that go 
into your notes, you've referred to the time 
showing up on the screen on the MDT terminal in 
your car? 

Correct. 

Now, isn't it true that, in fact, if you don't 
write down the time as it comes in, there's a 
recall feature or on the MDT terminal that you can 
go back and you can check a time of the previous 
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call or something like that? 

Let me just — I'm not sure if we had that feature 
on the MDT system. We do have that on our 
notebooks. 

Okay. But conceivably, would you agree with me, 
that the cars could have had a feature where you 
could go back and check? Even though it had gone 
off the screen and you might have gotten another 
call, when you got a break to catch your breath 
and you were filling in your notebooks, there were 
buttons — there may have been buttons that you 
could push and go back to prior calls? 

I'm not certain about that. 

Okay. If it was available do you think you would 
have used it? 

Yes. 

Okay. It makes sense to use it, doesn't it? 

Yes. 

Okay. Now, the next area I want to go with you is 
some evidence that you'd given again in — some in 
response to Mr. Fox and some in response to Mr. 
Worme's questions about where you got the 
information that you reported to Sergeant Lyons in 
May of 2000, okay? 

M' hm. 
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You've referenced this morning getting information 
from the media. 

Correct. 

And there was some discussion as between you and 
him about newspaper reports? 

Correct. 

And you've already looked at P-72 and if I don't 
get in trouble with you I'll pass — that's a 
February 22 nd story in the StarPhoenix, February 
22 nd , 2002, and you've indicated you've read that? 
Correct. 

Now, in the materials that was provided to you as 
part of the disclosure, the RCMP had collected a 
number of other stories from the Saskatoon 
StarPhoenix, and I'm going to just refer you to — 
to stories published in the StarPhoenix between 
February 22 nd and February 28 th . Did you look at 
all those stories? 

I have no idea. 

Okay. I'll pass you a bunch then and let you 
look. 

I notice these are just from Saskatoon; is that 
correct? 

Yes. 

It doesn't carry — you don't carry articles from 

Volume 41 



8089 


Exam L. Hartwig 
by Ms. Knox 


other newspapers, other media sources? 

No, all of those are articles, you're correct, are 
from the Saskatoon StarPhoenix. 

Right. 

Do you, just having had a chance to do a cursory 
look at them, do you know whether these are some 
of the newspaper stories that you were referring 
to as stories you relied on before speaking with 
Sergeant — Staff Sergeant Lyons? 

Perhaps. 

Okay. And given your reference to other papers, 
can you indicate to us whether you were checking 
other news media coverage? 

X believe there was news coverage from — well, 
there was international news coverage on the 
national level, and news coverage in the New York 
Times, for example. 

How much of it were you reading, do you recall? 

I don't recall, no. 

Okay. And Mr. Worme asked you this morning if you 
could point us to any newspaper source that would 
have put in information about Neil Stonechild 
being picked up and driven around the 33 rd Street 
area by police officers who were trying to find 
someone who could identify them. 
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A M' hm. 

Q Over the lunch hour or through the afternoon, and 

I know you've been busy, but have you had any 
memory of where you might have seen that in the 
media? 

A No. 

Q But are you — 

A I didn't give it a thought, actually. 

Q Okay. I take it though that you are certain that 

that is information you gleaned from a media 
source. 

A Yes, I believe so. 

Q Because you had that in your possession or in your 
mind when you went to the ROMP on 8 th Street — 

A Correct. 

Q — in May, 2000. 

A Correct. 

MS. KNOX: Okay. Mr. Commissioner, I'm going 

to ask to have all the stories that I passed to 
the officer from Saskatoon Police Service marked. 
They're part of an exhibit that is attached to the 
disclosure. I appreciate his evidence that those 
aren't exclusively all the stories but certainly 
they're what the ROMP culled. So I would like to 
have them marked as an exhibit, or the balance of 
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them. 

THE COMMISSIONER: 
MS. KNOX: 

THE COMMISSIONER: 
MS. KNOX: 


They should be identified then. 

And I will. 

Are we at P-186 now? 

And stories. My Lord, that will 
comprise P-186 are a publication in the Saskatoon 
StarPhoenix from the 22 nd of February that has a 
headline "Decade-old death resurfaces," and the 
author is Leslie Perreaux. A second one is a 
story the 24 th of February, 2000 with a headline, 
apparent headline "RCMP Accepts Stonechild case," 
again written by Les Perreaux. The next the 26 th 
of February, 2000 and it's part of a headline, 
sorry, "Allegations cast shadow over Saskatoon," 
written by Dan Zakreski. Another on the 26 th of 
February, 2002, "Police story details abuse," and 
the byline is Darren Bernhardt, again a Saskatoon 
StarPhoenix story. Another the 28 th of February, 
2000, the headline Vigil renews demands for 
inquiry into deaths," the author of that story 
Shaun Humphries. And I have one out of order 
here. It's a February 23 rd , 2000 story under the 
byline again of Les Perreaux and the headline is 
"Stonechild case closed — RCMP refuses to add 
1990 Native death to its investigation of 
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suspicious deaths." 

EXHIBIT P-186: SIX PRINTOUTS OF ARTICLES FROM THE SASKATOON 
STARPHOENIX 

Q MS. KNOX: Now, Mr. Hartwig, I want to move to 

another area with you, and it's with respect to 
some questions that were asked of you in addition 
to where you may have gotten information that you 
related to Staff Sergeant Lyons in May, 2000. You 
were asked this morning by one of my colleagues 
whether you had discussions about this whole 
matter with your then partner Brad Senger. 

A M' hm. 

Q Is it your -- what is your evidence with respect 
to what discussions, if any, you had with Brad 
Senger about your connection and his connection to 
the Stonechild case after it became a subject of 
investigation in February, 2000? 

A I attended Brad Senger's residence. I asked him 
if he had any information as to this particular 
case or -- or the — the theory that the RCMP had 
at that time. Brad reviewed his notes. He came 
up with -- with nothing that would help me refresh 
my memory. He did remind me that was the same 
night that we took the notification of next of 
kin — 
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M' hm. 

— and that's the extent. He referred to his 
notes. 

Okay. And did you have subsequent discussions 
with him after that? 

About the case and refreshing memory? 

Yeah. 

Not particular — well, I've phoned — I've spoken 
to him on — on an ongoing base in regards to this 
and other -- other investigations. 

At any time during the course of your ongoing 
discussions with him did you attempt to persuade 
him that, in fact, you and he had Neil Stonechild 
in your car? 

No. 

If Constable Senger offers evidence that you and 
he talked about this subject on "numerous, 
numerous times," to quote directly, and he 
indicates that you had a memory of dealing with 
the two individuals and you kept saying to him 
that he should remember it too, in fact, the 
phrase he uses is that you were "adamant" with him 
that he should remember that you got — you police 
officers had this guy, being Neil Stonechild, in 


your car. Is it your evidence that he'd be wrong 
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about that? 

No, I talked to him about an incident that I 
seemed to recall regarding a person check at 3302 
33 rd Street and I asked him if he remembered that 
incident. He said he didn't. 

Okay. So when you — when — if Constable Senger 
remembers you trying to persuade him that he 
should remember you guys having a guy in your car, 
presumably Neil Stonechild, in fact, that's a 
wrong assumption on my part and others. You're 
talking about a different person? 

A different person than — 

When you say a person check, what Constable Senger 
says — or Constable Senger may say is a memory 
you — you tried to cause him to accept is not, in 
fact, the Neil Stonechild case — 

No. 

— that he was talking about? 

No. 

Okay. 

Maybe I'm a little confused. Rephrase the 
question. I may be perhaps a little confused, as 
you are. 

Did you ever tell Barry [sic] Senger — Constable 


Senger, that you believed that you and he had Neil 
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Stonechild in your car? 

No. I asked him about a person check that I 
seemed to recall, and I asked him if that was 
familiar with him. I was not sure if — if I was 
working with Senger that night. I told him that I 
was working with him that night but he told me he 
does not remember. I asked him again about it 
afterwards, after he had a chance to think about 
it, and he says he does not remember anything like 
that. I accepted his answer. 

Okay. Did you ever attempt to give him more 
details about that contact and suggest to him that 

in addition to the fact that you had - you and 

he had a person in your car that was Neil 
Stonechild, that involved in that call as well you 
got a call to a O'Regan Crescent, that you went 
running out of the apartment building to go 
because you thought the person at O'Regan Crescent 
might be Neil Stonechild? Nothing like that? 

I recall saying that if - if that would be the 

call right after that, that that would be the 
assumption, yes. 

Okay. So you were talking about assumptions if 
that were the call, not about a clear memory. Is 
that what you're telling us today? 
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MS. 


A Correct, correct. 

Q You didn't tell him that you had a clear memory. 

You were saying to him hypothetically if this were 
what happened, this could have been. 

A Correct. 

Q But you weren't saying to him, come on, don't you 
remember, we went to the apartment building, we 
went to a call at O'Regan Crescent, we had a guy 
in the car who was Neil Stonechild. Nothing like 
that came — 

A No, I do not. 

Q — came from your lips? Okay. 

KNOX: Mr. Commissioner, I wonder if I 

could just have a moment to do a quick check of my 
notes. And a quick check with Mr. Halyk. I 
apologize. Constable. I'm getting names mixed up 
here, I gather. I said Brad — Barry Senger 
instead of Brad Senger, but you know we're talking 
about — 

A Yes. 

Q — Constable Brad Senger. 

A You bet. 

Q Okay. And in terms of discussions that you may 

have had with Constable Brad Senger, if -- and 
I'll put to you something that is a quote of Brad 
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Senger's, and he's talking about having contact 
with you and after saying to the police, "Hartwig 
talked to me numerous, numerous times about this 
and I still say I don't remember and I don't 
recall having anything to do with this individual, 
but what do you do with a doubt?" He's asking the 
police officer a question. And then he says, 
"Because Hartwig — well, you — you know, you 
know about Larry," and he says, "He told me him 
and I went to this call. He remembers dealing 
with two individuals. He gets out of the car. He 
gets out, says, this is his words, he says, 'It's 
cold outside. Why don't one of you guys, you guys 
want to sit in the car?' One guy sits in the car. 
We run both their names and he lets them out of 
the back and this guy that was sitting in the car, 
he leaves, and we go on and carry on doing 
whatever, and he's adamant, adamant that I 
remember this." 

So when Constable Senger is 
reporting that conversation that he recalls you 
and he having to the RCMP, it's your evidence that 
he's not talking about Neil Stonechild, Tracy Lee 
Horse, Bruce -- Bruce Genaille, he's talking about 
a different persons check that you and he did? 
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I brought up that as a result of a memory of a 
person check in that area sometime during the 
point of my career, yes. 

But you weren't bringing it up to him, I take it 
it's your evidence, because you remember this as 
being part of the circumstance of the response to 
the call involving Neil Stonechild. 

Correct. 

Okay. Now, at another point if Constable Senger 
remembered and is asked, "Did anyone tell you they 
had Neil Stonechild in their custody that night?" 
and he answered, "Yes, Hartwig. He said that he 
put this fellow in the car." I take it he's 
talking about something different or he 
misunderstood something you told him in this 
instance as well? 

Perhaps he did. 

Okay. Because I take it your evidence is at no 
point in time did you ever say to Constable Senger 
that you put him, or that you and he had him in 
your car at some point on the eve — late evening 
of November 24 th , 1990 or the early morning of 
November 2 5 th ? 

No, that was what the RCMP were suggesting. 

Okay. And if he has memories that you gave him 
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specific information about that evening including 
that you went further to say that after they 
checked the apartment -- referring, I presume, to 
the Ewart apartment — and the second call came in 
O'Regan, that you said to him that it must have 
been Neil Stonechild and you ran out of the 
building thinking you were going to get Neil -- 
Neil Stonechild. Again this would be him mixing 
up information you gave him about a different time 
and a different call? 

No, that might have been speculation on his part. 
Oh, that would be speculation as — 

Or, sorry, speculation that, you know, we would 
assume or I would assume that the call to O'Regan 
might involve Neil Stonechild. 

Okay. But what Constable Senger appears to be 
suggesting here is that you told him that you had 
a memory of being at the apartment, you had a 
memory of running out, if I'm — if I'm reading 
this correctly, when you got the call to O'Regan 
Road thinking it might be Neil, that you have 
specific memories, in fact, about responding to 
that call that night. 

No, I do not. 

Okay. So you don't have specific memories, as 
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this would seem to suggest — 

That's correct. 

— about that call that night? I take it then, if 
I could summarize your evidence in this way, where 
there is discrepancies between Staff Sergeant — 
or there may be discrepancies between Staff 
Sergeant Lyons' memories and yours, then your 
evidence is that Staff Sergeant Lyons is mistaken. 
Correct. 

Or as you said at one point yesterday that he was 
setting you up. 

No, I felt like I was being set up at that time, 
but in retrospect and as the evidence has been 
developed, I believe that Staff Sergeant Lyons 
made several mistakes in his notations to this 
Inquiry. I don't — 

But you believe that they're mistakes made by him 
as opposed to him accurately recording information 
he received from you. 

Correct. 

And in the case of Constable Senger, where there 
may be differences between what he remembers or he 
seems to remember you telling him and what you say 
you told him, then in fact it is he who's 
mistaken? 
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A Correct. 

MS. KNOX: Okay. I don't have any further 

questions for this witness. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Mr. Gibson? 

MR. FOX: Mr. Commissioner, I did want to 

just ask a couple of questions on this 
conversation with Brad Senger, not the least of 
which was to establish when it took place. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well. 

MR. FOX: I can do that now or I can do that 

after. 

THE COMMISSIONER: You should do that now. 

MR. FOX, re-examining: 

Q My learned friend, Ms. Knox, asked you some 

questions about when you had conversation with 
Brad Senger about the death of Neil Stonechild. 

Do you recall when you would have had your first 
conversation with Brad Senger about that? 

A May 18 th , 2000. 

Q And would have that been before or after your 
taped interview with the RCMP? 

A Immediately after my taped interview. 

Q And when we see reference in that taped interview 
to you speaking — wanting to speak with Brad 
Senger, at that point in time had you spoken to 
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him yet? 

No, I had not. 

When you left the interview on May 18 th and with 
the intention at some point in time of speaking to 
Brad Senger, what was your state of mind at that 
point in time concerning the possibility that you 
may have had Neil Stonechild in your custody 
sometime on November 24 th or 25 th , 1990? 

I was in shock. 

Okay. Did you think there was any possibility at 
that time that you had had him in your custody? 
Yes, based on what Sergeant Lyons — Staff 
Sergeant Lyons was telling me. 

And when you — and did you have any thought that 
you may have had him in your custody knowingly, in 
other words knew that you had him in your custody? 
Absolutely not. 

Then why did you think it was possible you had him 
in your custody, how would that happen? 

If Neil Stonechild provided the false name of 
Bruce Genaille and successfully obstructed police. 
When you spoke with Brad Senger about an incident 
where you recalled or thought you recalled two 
people, interviewing two people, and inviting one 
into the police car and one to stand outside and 
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spoke with them, do you know if that incident had 
occurred November 24 th , November 25 th , 1990? 

A No, I do not. 

Q And do you have any recollection that that 

particular incident involved anyone who identified 
themselves or who you determined to be Neil 
Stonechild? 

A No, I do not. 

Q And did that involve you doing anything other than 
letting those two people go on their way? 

A Yes, the particular person check involved two 

people who were together. They were checked by 
both my partner and myself. I do not recall who 
my partner was at the time. The individual that 
was standing outside the car was questioned 
separately from the person inside the car and we 
questioned — or I questioned the person in the 
car as to the other individual's name, and back 
and forth as — as we normally do as per our 
operating procedure and — 

Q Why would you — sorry. 

A — and queries were made on — on the terminal on 
both names. 

Q Why would you even bring the subject up with Brad 
Senger? 
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A I would — I was questioning Brad to see if this 

had any relevance or if he had any memory of this. 

MR. FOX: Those are my questions. 

MR. GIBSON, examining: 

MR. GIBSON: Mr. Commissioner, in light of your 

comments with respect to Staff Sergeant Lyons' 
notes and what use those may be — may be to you 
in these circumstances I think I can be brief. 

And I think also the fact that all of this — a 
lot of this has been tilled by others, I won't go 
and till the same soil. 

Q One of the things I do want to talk to you about. 
Constable Hartwig, is the comment that you made, 
and again you made it recently to Mr. Fox, that, 
if Sergeant Lyons had not suggested that Neil 
Stonechild had obstructed justice by providing a 
false name, that of Bruce Genaille, I wouldn't 
have been under the impression that we had Neil 
Stonechild in our custody. And you've gone over 
that a little bit already in your testimony. And 
if I -- I want you to look at your notes, P-180. 

A M' hm. 

Q And on page 12 of those notes at the very top you 
recall that you had the word "Neil" down and it 
was crossed out and then "Genaille" and underneath 
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that "Bruce". 

Correct. 

Okay. And that's — that's been covered by other 
counsel and I don't want to dwell on that. But I 
want to look at page 24 of P-184 now. And again 
your impression is that this is visited upon you 
by Staff Sergeant Lyons? 

Correct. 

And I'll put it to you that at page 24 in the 
middle of P-184, and I'll pick it up, it goes: 
Constable Hartwig: "Yah. Yah. Yah. I mean, our 
time. Geez, I hope Brad can bail me out of this 
one, eh. 'Cause I mean my notes... my notes here 
are useless. Eh? Why that... I told him, I 
said... 'That bothers me. Why does that... why... 
why do I write that down?'" Corporal Hartle: 

"Which part?" Constable Hartwig: "Neil." 

Corporal Hartle: "Okay." Constable Hartwig: "I 
wrote down Neil's name. Why'd I do that? See, 
the only possible... " "And why... why an... a 
line through it?" That's Corporal Hartle. And 
then you say, "Yah. Well, he gave me this name, 
obviously... eh?" 

So I would put it to you that this 
passage here seems to indicate that this is 
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something that you drew a conclusion from your own 


notes? 

Correct. 

And so that the idea that Neil Stonechild could 
have used Bruce Genaille's name to obstruct 
justice is something that you may have come up 
with on your own during that interview? 

Perhaps. 

Now, you've been a police officer for — is it 17 
years now? 

Correct. 

And I would put it to you that you've done a 
number of investigations. I believe you gave 
testimony to that effect? 

Correct. 

Various — I mean, that's — that's what you do — 
Correct. 

— as a police officer, correct? And would you 
agree with me that it's fairly standard practice 
that you may undertake an investigation, you may 
go talk to a number of people, and some of those 
potentially may be suspects and some may not be 
suspects. And you would go out and talk to them 
and you would make a determination right off as to 
who a suspect is or not; is that fair to say? 
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Correct. 

And you would agree that you don't tell a person 
that they're a suspect until you give them a 
warned statement? 

Sometimes. 

And that's just elementary police work. Again 
that's something that you would do in order to try 
and keep the flow of information open? 

Correct. 

And you've admitted that in the spring of 2000 the 
RCMP were investigating Neil Stonechild's death. 
You knew that? 

Correct. 

And you were aware of the allegations that Neil 
Stonechild was allegedly seen in the back of a 
police car, the StarPhoenix report of February 
22 nd . 

Correct. 

And you were aware that before you met Ken Lyons 
on May 18 th of 2000 that your notes indicated that 
you were at the scene or at the location where — 
where Neil Stonechild was last seen. 

Yes, I believe that's covered in the phone call 
and that's when I discovered that I was at the 
scene is when I phoned — in fact, immediately 
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upon discovering that I phoned Staff Sergeant Ken 
Lyons. 

And in — in such circumstances would you not 
agree with me that it's reasonable to have 
considered you as a suspect as a result of that? 
That would be fine if I had done that. 

And I'm not saying that you did, sir. 

Right. 

But I'm saying that in light of the information 
there that that would be reasonable? 

Yes. 

And — and I believe when you said that you felt, 
after having that interview, and you agree that it 
was an interview where you were given your police 
warning and you knew that at that point when they 
start giving you a police warning that you could 
be a suspect? 

Right. 

And you said that after that interview you felt — 
and I'll use the word violated. You would agree 
that that would be on a personal level that you 
feel violated, but as a police officer you would 
agree that it was reasonable to conduct such an 
interview, give a warned statement, and do an 
investigation in the manner it was carried out 
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with respect to the questions put to you in that 
regard. 

Let me diverge, if you will, and tell you how I 
try to conduct an investigation. And, in fact, I 
conduct investigations based on a very, very wise 
man, and he's sitting in this room. When I 
conduct an investigation I do not — try not to 
set out to prove guilt. I set out, in other 
words, to provide proof of innocence. And in that 
respect I do not ignore exculpatory evidence. 

But — but let me put it to you this way. We have 
the evidence that I've laid out to you, there's an 
allegation with respect to Saskatoon police having 
somehow been involved with Neil Stonechild at that 
location, you're the officer that's sent out there 
at that time. 

Right. 

Okay? In the circumstances, I put it to you that 
it was reasonable for the RCMP to sit down and 
question you and perhaps consider you a suspect in 
that regard. That's all I'm saying. 

Yes. 

From a police perspective, that's reasonable. I 
agree that you have feelings in the regard from a 
personal level -- 


Volume 41 




8110 Exam L. Hartwig 

by Mr. Gibson 


1 


A 

M' hm. 


2 


Q 

— that you 

may have felt violated, but if you can 

3 



take that personal hat off, so to speak, and put 

4 



your police 

hat on, you would agree that that was 

5 



something that was carried out. 

6 


A 

Correct. 


7 


Q 

And — and that was appropriate to ask questions 

8 



in that regard. 

9 


A 

Correct. 


10 

MR. 

GIBSON: 

And that's all I wanted to say. 

11 



Thank you. 


12 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: 

Now, have you anything further, Mr. 

13 



Hesje? 


14 

MR. 

HESJE: 


Actually I had one very brief 

15 



question. 


16 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: 

Very well. 

17 

MR. 

HESJE. 

examinina: 


18 


Q 

Constable Hartwig, you had referred in your 

19 



evidence to. 

and had been referred to, some of the 

20 



dispatch records and some of the annotations 

21 



contained on 

there. Just a general question at 

22 



the moment. 

You had talked about dispatch times. 

23 



the en route 

time, et cetera. There's also 

24 



notations in 

them of "founded" or "unfounded". 

25 



Can you explain what that is? 
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When a complaint is founded by the police, that is 


if there is a way of verifying the complaint by 
way of either contacting the complainant or 
verifying if there was damage, then that would be 
a founded complaint. If there is no way to verify 
that, for example in the Wedge Road complaint, 
there was no phone number, no address listed to 
the complainant and there was no damage to any 
vehicles in the parking lot, that would be cleared 
as unfounded. 

And is that information that's entered by the 
responding officer on the mobile data terminal? 
Yes. 

At the time when you clear the call you indicate 
either founded or unfounded? 

Yes. 

And you also indicate — the reports at some point 
indicate whether a report is left or not. When 
would that information be? 

At the same time. It's a mandatory field in the 
clearance screen. 

Okay. So but — but you're simply indicating that 
you intend to leave a report then, I take it, at 
that time. 

Yes. That's correct. 


Volume 41 





8112 


Exam L. Hartwig 
by Mr. Hesje 


So — okay. 

And — 

Now — 

If — if I might, when that is cleared as a 
report, if a report does not show up in Central 
Records to the reader's desk there will be a 
notification going out to the officer that that 
report wasn't left, to leave the report. 

And the fact saying you still owe us a report on 
that incident. 

Correct. 

Now I want to refer you to P-181B. I don't know 
if you still have that. 

Yes, I do. 

That's the — well, it's called the complaint 
control report and it has — it's a dispatch 
summary, as I understand it, from both the 
complaint filed by Trent Ewart to 3308 33 rd Street 
and the bottom one on the page as the complaint — 
it shows a complainant of Shelly Grigorovich at 
the location 118 O'Regan Crescent. We've already 
been through it that your vehicle 38, or I think 
we're on common ground that you were dispatched, 
you and Constable Senger were dispatched to both 
of those calls. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 


A Correct. 

Q And in the area that I had just referred to under 

founded, in the case of the complaint to 3308 33 rd 
Street, you show founded. In the case of the 
complaint to 118 O'Regan Crescent, it's identified 
as founded. Sorry, one is founded "Y" and one is 
founded "N", "N" being 118 O'Regan Crescent. Can 
you explain why one — why you'd enter one as 
founded and one as unfounded? 

A I have no idea, no. I cannot explain that. 

Q Based on what you've previously indicated, does it 

provide you any indication as to whether or not 
you would have spoke to a complainant? 

A No. 

MR. HESJE: Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: You're excused. Mr. Hesje, what 

lies ahead of us tomorrow? 

MR. HESJE: Dr. Emma Lew is scheduled for 9:30 

tomorrow morning. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well. 

(PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 4:56 P.M.) 
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